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Measure 1 2010-2040 Strategic Plan
Board of Directors Workshop
August 1, 2007
Arrowhead Country Club
3433 Parkside Drive, San Bernardino

Start Time: Immediately following the Board of Directors Meeting

The attached material supports the second in a series of workshops to develop SANBAG’s
Strategic Plan for Measure [ 2010-2040. Upon completion, the Strategic Plan will guide
administration of Measure I revenues and estimated federal, state, local, and private revenues for
improvement, operation, and maintenance of the regional transportation system. Through these
workshops, we are addressing the process for allocating Measure | funds to highway and transit
projects, integrating fair share development contributions to regional facility improvements, and
supporting project delivery with adequate institutional capacity and structure.

The first workshop, held in May, 2006, focused principally on Measure I 2010-2040 revenue and
cost projections. Additional information has been provided to the Board in the intervening
months, further developing aspects of the Strategic Plan. A set of overarching Strategic Plan
principles was endorsed by the Board in January, 2007.

No decisions are expected from this workshop. However, SANBAG staftf will be requesting
specific decisions on staff recommendations at August committee meetings and at the September
Board meeting. and the information presented and discussions that take place at the August 1
workshop are important background to those recommendations.

If you have any questions concerning the workshop agenda or material attached, please contact
me at (909} 884-8276.
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Measure 1 2010-2040 Strategic Plan

Board of Directors Workshop
August 1, 2007
Arrowhead Country Club
3433 Parkside Drive, San Bernardino

AGENDA

Start Time: Immediately Following the Board of Directors Meeting

1. WelcomingRemarks . . . . . .. . . . oo Lawrence Dale

2. Workshop Objectives . . . . . . . . . . . o Tony Grasso
(Page 1)

3. Strategic Plan Progress Update . . . . . . .. ... . ..o Ty Schuiling

(Pages 2 - 4)

4. Recap of Revenue and Project Cost Projections . . . . . .. ... ... . ... Ty Schuiling
(Pages 5 — §)

5. Mountain/Desert Policy Issues . . . . . .. ... oo Deborah Barmack
(Pages 9 — 19)

Workshop Break

6. Procedural Framework for Valley Major Streets and

Valley Interchange Programs . . . . . ... ... .. ... ... Ty Schuiling, Steve Smith,

(Pages 20 — 53) Andrea Zureick
Workshop Break

7. lssues Related to [-10 Interchange and Auxiliary Lane Projects . . . . . . . .. Darren Kettle

(Pages 54 - 55)

8. Future Policy Considerations . . . . . . ... ... ... Tony Grasso

9. Other Discussion, Future Workshops . . . . . . . ... ..o Lawrence Dale

Supporting Documentation
Measure [ 2010-2040 Ordinance and Expenditure Plan (Pages 56 -- 79)
Measure | 2010-2040 Strategic Plan Scope of Work (Pages 80 - 83)
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SANBAG Board of Directors’ Workshop Objectives
Measure I 2010-2040 Strategic Plan
August 1, 2007

The attached material supports the second in a series of workshops to develop
SANBAG’s Strategic Plan for Measure 1 2010-2040. Upon completion, the Strategic
Plan will guide administration of Measure I revenues and estimated federal, state, local,
and private revenues for improvement, operation, and maintenance of the regional
transportation system. Through these workshops, we are addressing the process for
allocating Measure [ funds to highway and transit projects, integrating fair share
development coniributions to regional facility improvements, and supporting project
delivery with adequate institutional capacity and structure.

‘The first workshop, held in May, 2006, focused principally on Measure 1 2010-2040
revenue and cost projections. Additional information has been provided to the Board in
the intervening months, further developing aspects of the Strategic Plan. A set of
overarching Strategic Plan principles was endorsed by the Board in January, 2007.

No decisions are expected from this workshop. However, SANBAG staff will be
requesting specific decisions on staff recommendations at August committee meetings
and at the September 3, 2007 Board meeting, and the information presented and
discussions that take place at the August 1 workshop are important background to those
recommendations. The specific objectives of this workshop and their relationship to the
decisions to be made in September are listed below.

1. Provide a progress update on development of the Strategic Pian

2. Provide a recap of the revenue and cost projections presented and approved in
2006

Present draft recommendations on Mountain/Desert policy issues for Measure 1
2010-2040 (action to be requested at August Mountain/Desert Committee meeting
and September Board meeting)

L3

4. Present draft recommendations on a procedural framework for the administration
of Measure | 2010-2040 for Valley Major Streets and Valley Interchange funds
(action to be requested at August Plans and Programs Committee meeting and
September Board meeting)

5. Present draft recommendations related to the funding of the 1-10/Cherry and I-
10/Citrus interchange and auxiliary lane projects (action to be requested at August
Major Projects Committee meeting and September Board meeting)

6. Provide direction to staff for further development or refinement of policies and
procedures presented at the workshop

brd07080 1 -Objectives.doc



Measure I 2010 — 2040 Strategic Plan
Progress Update

Objective:
completion.

Provide progress to date on Strategic Plan development and schedule for

Table 1 highlights the progress made to date on the Measure I 2010-2040 Strategic Plan.
Progress is described for each task contained in the original Scope of Work, (The Scope of
Work 1s provided in the supporting documentation of this agenda.)

Table 1. Measure I Strategic Plan Progress Update
August 1, 2607

TASK

PROGRESS

Task I - Update expenditure plan project
lists and costs

Complete and approved by the Board on
August 2, 2006,

Task 2 — Update revenue forecasts

Complete and approved by the Board on
August 2, 2006.

Task 3 — Evaluate advanced funding
options

Project advancement program approved by the
Board on April 5, 2006. Additional analysis
will be conducted of the costs, benefits, and
implications of bonding.

Task 4 — Ensure use of federal funds on
otherwise federalized projects

Strategic Plan principle was developed to
address this point. Principles were endorsed by
the Board on January 10, 2007.

Task 5 — Project prioritization policies and
procedures

Issue papers have been developed for each
program area and discussed at various Policy
Committee and Board meetings between
October 2006 and March 2007. Policies and
procedures for guiding the apportionment and
allocation of Valley Major Streets and Valley
Interchange funds have been developed and will
be reviewed at the August Board Workshop.

Task 6 — Evaluate need for and benefit of
“frontloading” or advancing funding for
selected programs through inter-program
borrowing

The apportionment process identified in Task 5
is proposed as the framework to guide inter-
program borrowing. The Strategic Plan cash
tflow analysis, vet to be developed, will project
possible needs for frontloading and borrowing,
but the Board will control year-to-year
decisions through the apportionment process, if
such process is adopted.

brd070801-ProgressReport.doc
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TASK

PROGRESS

Task 7 — Further define the relationship of
fair share development contributions to the
fund allocation process

Relationship of development contributions to
the fund allocation process 1s included in the
material referenced under Task 5 for Valley
Major Streets and Valley Interchange funds.
Issue papers for Mountain/Desert subareas

- address this subiect in general terms, but more

development is required.

Task 8 — Define project development and
delivery responsibilities for freeway,
interchange, major roadway, and grade
separation projects

Strategic Plan principle to address delivery
responsibilities was developed and endorsed by
the Board on January 10, 2007. Fund tracking
procedures need to be further developed.
Reimbursement process has been addressed in
conjunction with Tasks 5 and 7.

Task 9 — Formulate a policy to address cost
overruns on non-SANBAG projects

Remains to be addressed, though partly treated
in the procedural framework material for Valley
Major Streets and Valley Interchange programs.

Task 10 — Identify institutional
reguirements and resources for
management and delivery of the Measure I
2010-20440 transportation program

The Board approved an organizational
realignment on May 2, 2007. Decisions related
to project delivery and program administration
could result in more Agency needs.

Task 11 — Prepare final Strategic Plan

Draft report will be prepared for review by
Board by early 2008,

Several of the tasks refer to the Strategic Plan Principles endorsed by the SANBAG Board in
January, 2007, These principles are a foundation for the development of the Plan and include:

y

2)

6)
7)

8)

Deliver all Expenditure Plan projects at the earliest possible date.

Seek additional and supplemental funds as needed for completion of all Expenditure
Plan projects.

Maximize leveraging of State, federal, local, and private dollars.
Ensure use of federal funds on otherwise federalized projects.

Sequence projects to maximize benefit, minimize impact to the traveling public, and
support efficient delivery.

Provide for geographic equity over the life of the Measure.

Recognize that initiation of project development work on arterial, most interchange,
and railroad crossing projects is the responsibility of local jurisdictions. Initiation of
project development work on freeway mainline projects and interchange
improvements required for the mainline projects is the responsibility of SANBAG.
Work proactively with agency partmers 0 minimize the time and cost of project
delivery.

brd070801-ProgressReport.doc
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9)

10
1)
12)

Structure SANBAG to effectively deliver the Measure projecis.
Exercise environmental stewardship in delivering the Measure projects.
Periodically update the Strategic Plan through the life of the Measure.

Utilize debt financing when and where appropriate.

The anticipated schedule for the completion of the Strategic Plan is as follows:

Board Workshop — Approval of framework for Valley Major Streets and Valley Interchange
Programs — August 1, 2007

Board Workshop to Finalize Policies and Procedures —~ Late 2007

Draft Report - February 2008

Board Workshop — Spring 2008

Board Approval of Final Report — June 2008

This schedule could change pending Board direction, but June 2008 is the current target for
Board approval of the Strategic Plan. The Plans and Programs Committes is serving as the
clearinghouse for reviews of all the Measure I 2010-2040 programs, based on input from the
other policy committees.

- It is important to complete the Strategic Plan well prior to the April 2010 effective date for

- several

»

124501ns:

Commitments have already been made through the SANBAG Board’s project
advancement policy. A complete picture of Measure I fund administration should be
developed soon, to ensure that no over-commitments are made and that no programs are
adversely affected by those commitments.

A management system is needed to track the commitments being made to the
expenditure of Measure 1 2010-2040 dollars. Early establishment of such a system is
important for managing the commitments already made as well as providing seamless
interface with the financial system when Measure [ 2010-2040 dollars begin to flow.

Local governments require lead time to incorperate fund availability and anticipated
project expenditures into their budgeting cycles. These agencies will be better
positioned if the policy and procedural framework for Measure I 2010-2040 can be
delineated in advance.

It bonding is required to facilitate project delivery early in the Measure, an early
indication of this would be beneficial to the SANBAG Finance Department and the
SANBAG Board.

brad070801-ProgressReport.doc
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Measure I 2010-2040
Updated Cost and Revenue Information

Objective:  Provide current project cost and Measure 12010-2040 revenue information.

Updated estimates of project costs and Measure [ 2010-2040 revenues were approved by the
SANBAG Board in August 2006. These are recognized as working numbers, and may be updated
further prior to the completion of the Strategic Plan. The tables presented in this section represent
the best available information upon which to base revenue and cost for selected program areas. All
estimates are in 2006 dollars. Measure 1 revenues by program area are based on the Board-
approved estimate of $8 billion over the 30-year life of the Measure. Measure | pass-through
revenues are excluded from all program-level revenue estimates.

Table 1 presents revenue estimates for all the Measure 1 2010-2040 programs. The amounts are
based on percentages of revenue specified in the Measure I Expenditure Plan for each program and
on demographic growth projections for each geographic area.

Table 2 shows cost and revenue projections for the Cajon Pass Program. A shortfall is indicated of
approximately 5150 million, based on known revenue sources. Estimates of State and Federal
dollars likely to be available are believed to be conservatively low (for the Cajon Pass and other
programs), but the State and Federal funding picture remains unclear. However, one of the
recommendations for I-15 in the Cajon Pass is reversible managed lanes (toll lanes) similar to those
on 1-15 in San Diego County. Toll revenue cannot be accounted for until a decision is made to
proceed with such a facility. However, it is possible that the Cajon Pass Program can be made
whole by proceeding in that direction.

Table 3 shows estimates for the Valley Freeway Program. The fact that the estimates show a cost
in excess of revenue approaching $8060 million indicates that strategies need to be sought to control
costs and/or seek supplemental revenue as projects move forward. It is always assumed that State
and Federal funds will be aggressively pursued, but due diligence will also be undertaken to
explore other funding and possibilities as well, consistent with Strategic Plan Policy No. 2. The
Valley Interchange and Valley Major Streets Programs (Tables 4 and 5) are currently showing
revenue equal to or exceeding estimated costs. This does not mean that decisions should be made
to move any excess dollars to another program. The proposed procedures contained in this white
paper suggest that any such decisions be made by the SANBAG Board vear-by-vear in the fund
apportionment process described in the next section.

bra0d70801-CostRevenue.doc Page
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Table 2. Project Cost and Revenue Estimates for the Cajon Pass Program

Cost and Fund Source S Millions
Project Costs $ 471
s Measure | Revenue $ 224
e State and Federal Revenue § 100
Total Revenue $ 324
Over/Under $ -147

Table 3. Project Cost and Revenue Estimates for the Valley Freeway Program

Cost and Fund Source $ Millions
Project Costs $2,789

¢ Measure I Revenue $1,733

¢ State and Federal Revenue $ 250
Total Revenue $2.003
Over/Under 3 -786

Table 4. Project Cost and Revenue Estimates for the Valley Interchange Program

Cost and Fund Source $ Millions
Project Costs $1.153

s  Measure I Revenue $ 664

s State and Federal Revenue § 45

o Development Mitigation $ 444
Total Revenue $1.153
Over/Under $ 0

Table 5. Project Cost and Revenue Estimates for the Valley Major Streets Program

. Cost and Fund Source $ Millions
Project Costs $1.946
¢  Measure | Revenue $1,209
s State and Federal Revenue $ 150
» Development Mitigation $ 713
Total Revenue $2,072
Over/Under $ 126

Comparisons of project costs and revenue are not shown for the Victor Valley or other
Mountain/Desert subareas. The Victor Valley estimates are being developed through the Victor
Valley Area Transportation Study (VVATS) and will be reviewed by the Mountain/Desert Policy
Committee in August, 2007, It 1s important to note that for all of the Mountain/Desert subareas, the

brd070801-CostRevenue.doc Page 3




Measure 1 commitment involves contributions to the projects listed in the Expenditure Plan. It was
not anticipated that the projects could be fully funded by the combination of Major Local Highways
Program funds, State/Federal funds, and development mitigation funds alone. Part of the task of
the VVATS effort is to map out a strategy by which needed highway improvements could be fully
funded.

One of the objectives of a policy and procedure framework is to achieve revenue and cost balance
in each geographic and program area, to the extent possible. Cost and revenue estimates will be
changing continually, and decisions on project and program priorities and funding need not be
made immediately. Rather, the framework needs to be established in a way that allows the Board
to be as responsive as possible to project delivery needs in each program.

brd(70801-CostRevenue.doc Page 4




Recommendations:

Measure I 2010-2040
Mountain/Desert Policy Issues

l. Adopt policies related to the allocation of Measure 1 2010-2040 Major Local
Highway Funds in the Mountain/Desert subareas; as follows:

Al

General Principles. The following principles should guide policy

decisions regarding allocation of Major Local Highway Projects
Funds in Mountain/Desert subareas:

1.

2.

Allocations will be made from candidate project lists developed in
cooperation with transportation planning partners.

Allocations will serve to maximize leveraging of private, local,
federal, and State dollars, with particular attention to leveraging of
Regional  Improvement  Program  Funds, Interregional
Transportation Improvement Program Funds, and State Highway
Operations and Protection Program Funds.

Allocations will be made with an objective of delivering major
local highway improvements at the earliest possible date.
Geographic equity throughout the subarea shall be considered over
the term of the Measure.

SANBAG shall actively engage in planning and project delivery of
major local highway projects in coliaboration with local
jurisdictions and Caltrans in a manner which will minimize the
time and cost of project delivery.

The allocation process should include a review of the revenue
estimates and identified subareas needs for the term of the
Measure.

Rural Subareas. The following additional principles shall guide

policy decisions relative to allocation of Major Local Highway Project
Funds in rural areas; i.e.,, North Desert, Mountains, Morongo Basin,
and the Colorado River Subareas,

1.

b

Allocations for Major Local Highway Projects Funds in rural
subareas will be allocated for improvements on State/Federzl
highways, interchanges/intersections, and major arterials spanning
“serving as primary routes of travel within the subarea” and
impacting multiple jurisdictions, based upon a project’s
contribution to traffic circulation and/or unproved safety within the
subarea,

Development contributions are a requirement of the Measure in
rural subareas. Development contributions from development
mitigation fee programs in the rural Mountain/Desert subareas will

brd070801-M-DPolicylssues. doc
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be considered as leveraged funding which could enhance a project
application for Major Local Highway Projects Funds.

C. Victor Vallev Subarea. The following additional principles shall
guide policy decisions relative to allocation of Major Local Highway
Project Funds in the Victor Vailey Subarea.

1. Allocations of Major Local Highway Project Funds in the Victor
Valiey shall be restricted to State/Federal highways, interchanges,
and new corridor alignments.

2. Allocation of Major Local Highway Projects Funds for corridor
preservation is consistent with the Victor Valley Subarea
Expenditure Plan.

3. Development contributions identified in the SANBAG Nexus
Study are a minimum requirement of the program and shall not be
considered as leveraged funding, except when the amount of
development mitigation exceeds the amount listed in the Nexus
Study or is on a project cutside the Nexus Study area.

II. Approve the Rural Mountain/Desert Major Local Highways Projects Issue
Paper and the Victor Valley Major Local Highway Projects Issue Paper to
serve as background information and to establish intent for adoption of the
adopted policies.

Discussion:

Mountain/Desert technical and policy representatives have been reviewing Measure |
2010-2040 Mountain/Desert Issue Papers relative to the allocation of the Major Local
Highway Projects funds since September 2006. SANBAG staff held several meetings
with technical representatives from local jurisdictions relative to the issue papers. The
Mountain/Desert Committee discussed the issue papers at their meetings in October and
November 2006. The staff recommendation for the August 2007 Board Workshop is that
the recommended actions and issue papers be considered for final approval.

The Measure [ 2010-2040 Mountain/Desert Expenditure Plan was developed by
SANBAG Board Members from Mountain/Desert jurisdictions over the course of two
vears in advance of the November 2004 election. Although many features of the
extended Measure remain unchanged, there are several distinctively different aspects of
the new Measure for Mountain/Desert subareas:

e The formula allocation for local distribution of Measure 1 revenue was established
at 70% of subarea revenues, as opposed to 99% in the current Measure. Local
jurisdictions are provided flexibility to expend the Local Street Projects funds for
any eligible transportation project, eliminating the requirement for expenditures of
30% for local streets and 65% for arterial roadways.

brd(7080 1-M-DPolicylssues.doc



» Special accounts within cach subarea are to be established for Major Local
Highway Projects at 25% of revenue generated within each subarea; Project
Development and Traffic Management Systems at 2% of the Local Street Projects
category; and Senior and Disabled Transit Service at 5% of revenue generated
within each subarea. Specific requirements were created in the Victor Valley for
increases in Senior and Disabled Transit Services revenues in 3% increments
based upon unmet transit needs for Senior and Disabled Transit Service.

e Measure [ 2010-2040 specifies that “no revenue generated from the tax shall be
used to replace the fair share contributions required from new development.” The
SANBAG Congestion Management Program and Nexus Study idenufy
jurisdictions in the Victor Valley Subarea for inclusion in the Development
Mitigation Program. Although jurisdictions in the rural subareas are not required
to participate in the Development Mitigation Program, these jurisdictions
nevertheless must comply with the requirement that “no revenue generated from
the tax . . . be used to replace the fair share coniributions required from new
development.”

Language in Measure 1 2010-2040 Mountain/Desert Expenditure Plan was written
broadly to apply to all of the Mountain/Desert subareas and to provide flexibility within
each subarea for SANBAG Board Members to determine allocation of special category
funding based upon the unique character and needs of each subarea.  “Expenditure of
Major Local Highway Projects Funds shall be approved by the Authority Board of
Directors, based upon a recommendation of subarea representatives and the
Mountain/Desert Committee.”

Given the specific requirements of the Measure, the policy issues and recommendations
in the issue papers were developed to further guide consideration of how the Major Local
Highway Projects Funds would be allocated. The recommendations are discussed further
in the Issue Papers and were developed based upon information and conditions unique to
the subareas and upon direction from Board Members.

As noted above, there is a major distinction between rural subareas and the Victor Valley
subarea, primarily due to the urban nature of the Victor Valley and its inclusion in the
Development Mitigation Program. Although the recommended policies establish a basis
for future aflocation decisions, additional consideration will be required with respect to
implementation of the Development Mitigation Program in the Victor Valley.
fmplementation of the Development Mitigation Program in the Victor Valley will be
dramatically different from the Valley area, in that the Valley program is based upon full
funding of all projects contained in the SANBAG Nexus Study. In contrast, the Nexus
Study for the Victor Valley identifies required minimum contributions from development
but does not identify how projects will be fully funded. Due to this substantial
difference, staff has deferred development of recommendations for Victor Valley until
such time as the Valley Arterial and Valley Interchange program is complete. It i3
anticipated that the Valley program may serve as a basis from which the Victor Vailey
policies can be developed.

Sl 70861 -M-DPolicvissues.doc
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It is recommended that the proposed policies be adopted and that the issue papers also be
approved, in that the discussion of issues contained in the papers will provide background
information and statement of intent, which may be of value in future consideration of
allocation decisions and policy debate.

prd(7O80 | -M-DPolicylssues.doc



Name of Program: Rural Mountain/Desert Major Local Highway Projects

Brief Description: In the rural Mountain/Desert subareas. the overriding principle is that the
nighest priority and greatest need are in iocal sireet improvements. This is demonstrated by the
70% of revenue categorized for this purpose. The Measure | Expenditure Plan for each of the
Mountain/Desert subareas also includes a category of funding for Major Local Highway Projects.
The Major Local Highway Projects category receives 25% of Measure | revenues collected in
sach subarea. Eligible projecis for this category of funds include “maior streets and highways
serving as primary routes of travel within the subarea, which may include State highways and
freeways.” The Expenditure Plan also states that these funds can be used to “leverage other
State and Federal funds . . . and to perform advance planning/project reperts.”

Technical issues: The total amount of funds catlected in this category over the thirty year period
is relatively smaii compared to the cost of construction for major highway improvements:

| 2007 Revised
Major Local Highways Projects | Major Local Highway Projects
Subarea Expenditure Plan Estimate Expenditure Plan Estimate
North Desert 3 24m 3 42m
Mountains $ 30m $ 42m
Morongo Basin 331m 3 48m
Colorado River | $ 15m 3 2.8m

In the Rural Mountain/Desert subareas, the revenue generated for Local Major Highway Projects
is in the naighborhood of $1.5m a year, with the exception of Colorado River which is
substantially less.

Nue to the vast areas and many miles of major local highways in these subareas areas, it was
never anticipated that these funds would fully fund any projects. The projects named were easily
identifiable Major Local Highway Project pricrities. The project lists were not intended to
represent a comprehensive or exclusive list for this category. Language in the Expenditure Plan
spacifically stated these funds would be used as “Contributions to Projects, including but not
limited to:” Estimates of an amount of State and Federai funds available 10 each subarea were
included in the Expenditure Plan.

Due to the lack of specifically identified projects and the vagaries of the amount of “contriputions”
from the Major Local Highway Projects category, project prioritization and allocations from the
Major Local Highway Projects category are left to future policy decisions by SANBAG Board
members within each subarea and the SANBAG Board.

Policy Considerations and aiternatives:

Considering the hmited financial resources in the Major Local Highway Projects categery, a
number of policy decisions will be required in establishing principles for aliocation of funds. it is
possible that some criteria could be established which apply to all Rural Mountain/Desert
subareas. However, it is certain that representatives of each subarea will be required o make
aflocation decisions which best fit the needs of their each subarea.

{mors)
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Rural Mountain/Desert Major Local Highways
Page 2

Recommendations:

1. The following principles should guide policy decisions regarding aliocation of
Major Local Highway Project’s funds in rural subareas:

»  Allocations should be made from candidate project lists developed in coaperation
with transportation planning partners.

e« Allocations should serve to maximize leveraging of private, local, federal, and
State dollars, with particular atiention to leveraging of Interregional
Transportation Improvement Program Funds on the Interregional Road System.

« Allocations should be made with an abjective of delivering major local highway
improvements at the earliest possible date.

+ Geographic equity throughout the subarea should be consicered over the term of
the Measure.

s SANBAG shall actively engage in planning and project delivery of major locai
highway projects in collaboration with local jurisdictions and Caltrans in a manner
which will minimize the time and cost of project delivery.

2. Allocations for Major Local Highway Project’s funds in rural subareas should be
allocated for improvements on State/Federal highways, interchanges/intersections, and
major arterials spanning multiple jurisdictions based upon a projects contribution to
traffic circulation and/or improved safety within the subarea. The Major Local Highway
Projects category, as listed in the Expenditure Plan, cites numerous State/Federal highways and
several multi-jurisdictional/subarea projects. The estimated Measure | revenue for Major Local
Highways can only be a small contribution toward any substantial project, but the Measure |
contribution can nevertheless serve to leverage additional non-Measure funding sources. In
certain areas, allocations of Major Local Highway Projects Funds could coniribute to safety
projects on State highways which may be highly desirable among local jurisdictions and could
possibly advance projects funded by State Highway Operations and Protection Program funds.
In rural subareas with few State highway project priorities, major arterial projects spanning
multiple jurisdictions may be highly desirable. Major arterial projects spanning mutliple
jurisdictions can improve circulation and can serve as alternative routes to the State highway.

3. The allocation process should inciude a review of the revenue estimates and
identified subareas needs for the term of the Measure. Review of revenue estimales and
identified projects during the allocation process will result in consideration of alternatives which
may include assurances related to geographic equity; maintenance of reserves for unanticipated
needs and/or opportunities to leverage unanticipated funds; and evaluation of projects’ impact
upon overall subarea circuiation.

4, Development contributions are considered a requirement of the Measure in rural
subareas. Development contributions from development mitigation fee programs in the
rural Mountain/Desert subareas should be considered as leveraged funding which could
enhance a project’s consideration for Major Local Highway Projects funds. Jurisdictions in
rural subareas are not required in Measure | 2010-2040 to participate in the SANBAG Nexus
Study and Development Mitigation Program cited in Section Vil of the Measure. However, it is
clear in the Measurs that “Measure | revenue is not intended to replace traditional revenues
generated through locally-adopted development fees and assessment districts.” i is als¢ clear
that the “transactions and use tax revenue shall not be used to replace existing road funding
programs or to replace requirements for new devalopment to provide for its own road needs”
Rural subarea jurisdictions are meseting the requirements for development contributions through
preparation of Traffic Impact Analysis Reports, conditions of project approvals, faa districts, and
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other mechanisms. Most jurisdictions in the rural Mountain/Desert subareas are also considering
or have established developmant mitigation programs separate from the SANBAG Nexus Study.

It is anticipated that jurisdictions in the rural subareas may submit projects for funding which
inciude local funding contributions, such as Measure | Local funds, redevelopment funds, general
funds. or development mitigation fee program funds. A proposed project with these locat funding
contributions may increase the competitiveness of a project. In the rural subareas, alt of these
local funding contributions should be considered as leveraged funds for the purpose of aliocating
Major Local Highway Project Funds, including those which may be generated from development
mitigation fee programs which are not part of the SANBAG Development Mitigation Program.
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Name of Program: Victor Valley Major Local Highway Projects

Brief Description: In the Mountain/Desert subareas, 70% of revenue generated is preserved for
Local Street Projects. The Measure | Expenditure Plan for each Mountain/Desert subarea
specifies that 25% of Measure | revenues collected in each subarea be set aside for Major Local
Mighway Projects. Eligible projects for the Major Local Highway Projects category include "major
streets and highways serving as primary routes of travel within the subarea, which may include
State highways and freeways.” The Plan also states that these funds can be used to ‘leverage
other State and Federal funds . . . and to perform advance planning/project reports.” The Victor
Valley Subarea Expenditure Plan reads as follows:

SCHEDULE E - Victor Valley Subarea Expenditurs Plan

Measure “¥

Project Category Percentage Amount
{_ocal Street Projects 70% $ 556 Million
Major Local Highway Projects 25% $ 213 Million
Senicr and Disabled Transit Service 5% 3 43 Million
Total Victor Valley Subarga Measure “1” Revenue 100% %852 Miilion

Victor Valley Expenditure Plan Detail

Local Street Projects
Distribution to cities and County for strast repair and improvemenis
Mew consfruction to relieve Bear Valisy Rd, Ranchero Rd, new
sastiwest roadways

i ocal Street Projects Measure “i" Revenug 5 538 Million
State and Federal Ravenues  § 38 Milhon

Contribution from New Development, Major Streets  § 281 Million
Total Local Street Projects Revenues 5 818 Million

Major Locai Highway Projects
Contributions to Projects including but not limited to.
New Interchanges at I-15 and Ranchero, Eucalyptus, LaMesa/Nisqualli
High Desert Corridor
-15 Widening through Victor Valley
SR-138 Widening and Improvements
US-395 Widening and Improvements

Major Local Highway Projects Measure “I” Revenue  $ 213 Million

State and Federal Revenues & 112 Million

Contribution from New Development, Freeway Interchanges  § 88 Milion

Total Major Local Highway Projects Revenues  § 413 Million

Senior and Disabled Transit Service $ 43 Miliion

Technical issues: The Measure | Expenditure Plan estimated the total amount of funds
collected in the Victor Valley Major Locai Highway Projects category over the thirty year period.
The estimates for Measure 1 revenue and development mitigation revenue were updated in 2006
as follows:




Victor Valiey Major Local Highway Projects

Page 2
2G07 Revised
Major Local Highways Projects | Major Local Highway Projects
Fund Type . Expenditure Plan Esiimate Expenditurg Plan Estimates
Victor Valley Subarea
Major Local Highway Funds $213m 3 298m
State and Federal Revenue $112m $112m
Development Mitigation $ 88m $ 146m
- TOTAL $413m $ 556m

Although the amount of Local Major Highway Projects funds is considerably higher than other
Mountain/Desert Subareas, the magnitude of transportation needs and cost of major facility
construction render this amount woefuily insufficient. While Victor Valley revenue is expected to
increase, it is doubtful that the imbalance between needs and available funding will change
significantly.

In the Victor Valley subarea, it was never anticipated that the Major Local Highway Projects
category would fully fund any of the projects listed in the Expenditure Plan. The projects named
were easily identifiable major local highway project priorities. The projects were not intended to
represent a comprehensive or exclusive list for this category. Language in the Expenditure Pian
specifically stated these funds would be used as "Contributions to Projects, including but not
limited to”

The Victor Valley is distinctly different from other Mountain/Desert subareas in two specific ways.
The incorporated areas and surrounding county areas were included in the SAMBAG Nexus
Study which requires a fair share coniribution by new development to transportation projects. {tis
also distinctively different in that there are two new mgjor freeway corridors proposed in the
subareas; i.e., High Desert Corridor estimated to cost $800m and US-395 estimated to cost
$G670m.

The Nexus Study and project development documents for the Victor Valley indicate the foliowing
cost and fair share contributions from new development in the Victor Vatiey:

Improvement Total Cost Development
Category Contribution™
High Desert Corridor $ 900m 3 o
(Victorville/Apple Valley Segment)
US-395 I $670m $ 0
SR-138 West 3 81m $ 0
i-15 Widening 3 398m $ 0
Interchanges $ 268m $ 146m
Arterials $ 586m $ 294m
Grade Separations 3 32m $  8m

~Amounts include 2006 cost escalation factor of 12.9%

Due to the lack of specifically identified projects and the vagaries of the amount of “contributions”
from the Major Locat Highway Projects category, project pricritization and allocations from the
Major Local Highway Projects category are left to future policy determinations. With a thirty-year
estimate of revenue for Major Local Highway Funds of $556m ($298m Measure |; $112m in
State/Federal funds: and $148m Interchange Cevelopment Mitigation) and a total known project
need of $2.317b, policy decisions regarding allocation of Measure | revenue wili be both difficuit
and critical.
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Recommendations:

1. The following principles shouid guide policy decisions regarding allocation of
Victor Valley Major Local Highway Projects funds:

»  Allocations shouid be made from candidate project lists deveioped in cooperation
with transportation planning parners.

» Allocations shouid serve to maximize leveraging of private, local, federal, and
State dollars, with particular attention to leveraging of Interregional
Transportation Improvement Program Funds on the Interregional Road System.

s Allocations shouid be made with an objective of defivering major local highway
improvements at the earliest possible date.

s Geographic equity throughout the subarea should be considerad over the term of
the Measure.

» SANBAG shali actively engage in planning and project delivery of major local
highway projects in coilaboration with local jurisdictions and Caitrans in a manner
which wiil minimize the timea and cost of project delivery.

2. Allocations of Major Local Highway Project’s funds in the Victor Valley shouid be
restricted to State/Federal highways, interchanges, and new corridor alignments.
The Major Local Highway Projects category as listed in the Expenditure Plan cites several
State/Federal highways, interchanges, and new corridors. The cited highways fali both within the
urban and rural areas of the Victor Valley, allowing for equitable geographic allocations.
The estimated Measure | revenue for Major Locai Highways will be only a small fraction of the
cost for identified project improvements. Althcugh it may be appropriate for "major arterials
spanning multiple jurisdictions” to be funded in other subareas, it does not seem appropriate in
the Victor Valley given the magnitude of transportation need. The most obvious "major arterials
spanning multiple jurisdictions” in the Victor Vailey (alternatives {o Bear Valiey Road, Ranchero
Road) are specifically cited in the Expenditure Plan as Local Street Projects.

3. Allocation of Major Local Highway Projects funds for corridor preservation is
consistent with the Victor Valley Subarea Expenditure Plan. The Major Local Highway
Projects category in the Victor Valley Subarea Expenditure Plan specifically names the future
High Desert Corridor, as well as improvements to US-395, which is currently under study for a
new alignment. The purchase of right-of-way is a recognized cost of highway construction.
Advanced purchase of right-of-way using local funds is allowable by the Federal Highway
Administration when performed in compiiance with federal reguirements. Subarea
rapresentatives may wish to consider a strategic process of purchasing parcels in an identified
alignment if they become available on the market as a mechanism for reducing righi-of-way costs
in the long term and protecting the alignment.

4. The allocation process should include a review of the revenue estimates and
identified subareas needs for the term of the Measure. Review of revenue estimates and
identified projects during the affocation process will result in consideration of alternatives which
may include assurances refated to geographic equity, maintenance of raserves for unanticipated
needs and for opportunities to 'everage unanticipated funds: and evaluation of projects’ impact
upen overail subarea circulation.
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5. Development contributions identified in the SANBAG Nexus Study are a minimum
requirement of the program and shall not be considered as leveraged funding. When
submitting potential projects for funding frem the Victor Valley Major Local Highway Projects
program, local jurisdictions may include other local funding contributions, such as Measure |
Local Street Project funds, redevelopment funds. or general funds. A proposed project with
additional local funding contributions may increase project competitivenass.  In such cases,
devalopment mitigation funds identified in the SANBAG Nexus Study are minimum requirements
and shall not be considerad as leveraged funds, except when the amouni of development
mitigation exceeds the amount listed in the Nexus Study or is on a projsct oulside the
Nexus Study area.
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Procedural Framework for Measure 1 2010-2040 Valley Major Streets and
Valley Interchange Programs: Options and Recommendations

Objective: Determine recommended procedural framework for Measure [ 2010-2040 Valley
Major Streets and Valley Interchange Programs for further development by
SANBAG staff

On January 10, 2007 the SANBAG Board directed staff to further develop policy recommendations
for the Valley Freeway, Freeway Interchange, and Major Streets Programs based on input received
from local jurisdictions. Development of these policies has progressed to the point of specific
recommeendations for these programs. This paper reviews recommendations related to the Valley
Major Streets and Valley Freeway Interchange Programs developed by staff through discussion
with the Comprehensive Transportation Plan Technical Advisory Committee (CTP TAC). The
reason for focus on these two programs first is that they represent the most complex set of issues

facing the allocation of Measure 1 2010-2040 funds in the Valley region. The programs must

address concerns such as protection of revenue within the program, geographic equity among
jurisdictions, and the achievement of development mitigation goals. The administration of these
programs also must consider the issues of inter-program borrowing, potential for bonding, and need
for auditing within the context of the overall management of the Measure 1 Expenditure Plan.

The central purpose for developing the procedural framework is:
To provide a systematic method to promote project delivery and to ensure
geographic equity, transparency, accountability, and financial integrity in

managing Measure 1 2010-2040 revenues.

Specific objectives considered in developing the framework are to:

1. Use Federal and State processes as models, but with more flexibility
2. Maintain simplicity and ease of administzation

3. Promote timely project delivery

4. Ensure geographic and program equity

{t must be recognized that the administration of Measure 1 2010-2040 will be more complex than
Measure 1 1990-2010. There are more program elements, and the expenditure plan for the new
measure allocates more of the funding to non-freeway facilities in the Valley and to regional
projects in the Victor Valley. Although simplicity is a prime objective, the administration cannot
be as simple as Measure 1 1990-2010.  The procedural framework will need to strike a balance
between keeping the administration simple while providing assurances that the administration of
Measure 1 will accomplish the intent of the voters as reflected in the expenditure plan. For
example, regional programs {e.g. Valley Major Streets, Valley Interchange, and Mountain/Desert
Major Local Highways programs) were viewed to be sufficiently important in the Measure |
Expenditure Plan that regional fund pools were established, rather than include those funds into a
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higher pass-through percentage. A major distinction of these programs in the Valley and Victor
Valley is the SANBAG Development Mitigation Nexus Studv, which establishes development
mitigation fair share percentages for interchange and major street projects. Pass-through programs
do not provide adequate assurances that development mitigation fair shares will be provided for
each project. Therefore, pass-through administration of these programs is not contemplated
in this discussion. This implies that the collective judgment of the SANBAG Board needs to be
exercised to address regional, as opposed to local, transportation needs. Admunistration of the
revenues associated with these regional programs necessarily includes a certain amount of
complexity.

Whatever methodology is chosen for administration of the Valley Major Streets and Valley
Interchange Programs, which will be the subject of this discussion, there are four basic steps in the
conveyance of funds from SANBAG to the local jurisdiction. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the various
options that have been identified for each of these steps in the Valley Major Streets and Valley
Interchange Programs, respectively. Figures la and 2a summarize the various options that were
examined in development of the framework and Figures 1b and 2b illustrate the staff
recommendation.  These options have been reviewed in detail with the Comprehensive
Transportation Plan Technical Advisory Committee (CTP TAC). Explaining all the options and the -
pros and cons of each for the August 1 Board workshop would be tedious. Therefore, the body of
this white paper focuses on the options that are highlighted in Figures 1b and 2b and viewed o best
satisfy the objectives stated earlier in this section.

One of the objectives of the policy and procedure framework is to achieve revenue and cost balance
in each geographic and program area, to the extent possible. Cost and revenue estimates will be
changing continually, and decisions on project and program priorities and funding need not be
made immediately. Rather, the framework needs to be established in a way that allows the Board
to be as responsive as possible to project delivery needs in each program and to optimize the use of
funds as demands for those funds arise.

The proposed procedural framework involves the following four basic steps:

Identification of needs — Local project sponsors identify five year needs through a Capital Projects
Needs Analysis (CPNA) and SANBAG identifies needs for SANBAG Programs

4

Fund apportionment ~ Funds directed by the SANBAG Board 1o a Measure [ 2010-2040
program

Fund allecation — Distribution of apportioned funds to either a jurisdiction or to a project

Expenditare - Project-specific funds authorized for expenditure by the SANBAG
Board
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Figure 1a. Valley Major Streets Program
Options Identified for Administration of Program

Step 1 1dentification of Needs
Capital Projects Needs Analysis (CPNA)

Step 2
Apportionment
Per Expenditure Plan — OR Per Expenditure Plan — inter-Program
No Inter-Program Borrowing - Borrowing Based on Need
Step 3
Allocation
Distibution based on OR Distribution based on ORr No Sub-Apportionment
Total Nexus Study Public Share - (CPNA Public Share for Current Year - (Cait for Projects)
( EBroject ORY  Jurisdiction Project OR Y Jurisdiction [ Project
Step 4
Expenditure
Limit Ailocation to Apportionment Balance OR Altocate Full Public Share
. T = enditure by G - Expendifure by
Expenditure by Cirant OR Expenditure Expenditure by Grant OFR k Lire 3
. T by Reimbursement Reimburserient
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Figure 1b. Valley Major Streets Program
Recommended Framework

Step 1 : : .
P Identification of Needs
Capital Projects Needs Analysis (CPNA}
Step 2
Apportionment
Per Expenditare Plan - inter-Program
‘- Borrowing Based on Need .
Step 3
Allgeation
Dhistribution based on
CPNA Public Share for Current Year
Jurisdiction
Step 4
Expenditure
Limat Allocation to Apportionment Balance
Expenditure
by Reimbursement
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Figure 2a. Valley Interchange Program
Options Identified for Administration of Program

Step 1
Identification of Needs
Capital Projects Needs Analysis (CPNA)
Step 2

Apportionment

Per Expenditure Plan - OR Per Expenditure Plan — Inter-Program
No Inter-Program Borrowing o Borrowing Based on Need
Step 3 "
Allocation

Prioritization Process based on OR All Interchanges Viewed Equally
Impact to Freeway Program

Distribution based on OR Distribution based on OR No Sub-Apportionment
Total Nexus Study Public Share - CPNA Public Shase for Current Year - {Call for Projects)
Project OR Jurisdiction Project OR Jurisdiction Project
Step 4 ;
P Expenditure

Limit Allocation to Apportionment Balanee OR Allocate Full Public Share

Expenditure by Grant OR Expenditure Expenditure by Grant O E"P“’“d@r‘" by
’ by Reimbursement Reimbursement
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Figure 2b. Valley Interchange Program
Recommended Framework

Step 1
Identification of Needs
Capital Projects Needs Analysis {CPNA)
Step 2
Apportionment
Per Expenditure Plan — Inter-Program
Borrowing Based on Need
Step 3 -
‘Allocation
Prioritization Process based on
* Impact to Freeway Program
- Distribution based on
CPNA Public Share for Current Year
Project
Step 4 ;
P Expenditure

Limit Allocation to Apportionment Balance

—

Expenduure
by Reimbursement
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SANBAG staff is requesting direction to proceed on further development of the recommended
framework that is discussed in the sections below. Staff believes that the recommended process is
manageable, maintains simplicity, promotes project delivery, fosters geographic and program
equity, and provides flexibility to both the SANBAG Board and local jurisdictions In the
expenditure of Measure 1 dollars. The other options that were considered are explained in
Appendix A. SANBAG staff is available fo answer questions on these other options prior to or
during the Board workshop.

Vallevy Major Streets Program

Step 1: Identification of Needs

This first step in the administration of any program in Measure 1 2010-2040 is the identification of
both immediate and upcoming needs. Every year SANBAG staff will prepare an analysis of needs
for the Interchange, Major Streets, Freeway, and Transit Programs and a forecast of Measure | '
revenue availability. The analysis of needs for the Major Streets Program will be based on
information submitted by the local jurisdictions and any outstanding project advancement
agreements or project development loans that have been approved by the Board.

= A Capital Projects Needs Analysis (CPNA) is prepared by local jurisdictions and
submitted to SANBAG annually to identify the need for Valley Major Streets Program funds over
the subsequent five-year period.

The content of the CPNA is distinctly different from and in addition to the five-year plans local
jurisdictions prepare for the local pass-through component of Measure 1. The format will more
closely resemble that of the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), which
provides project detail by fund source and by phase. SANBAG staff will prepare an estimate of
total Valley Major Streets Program needs for the coming year for consideration by the SANBAG
Board in the apportionment process. This estimate will account for total project cost by phase, so
that, when financially possible, the jurisdiction will not have to rely on future apportionments 1o
fully fund a phase of work.

An example of a typical project needs analysis is shown in Table 1. The example assumes that the
development mitigation fair share is 40 percent of the cost of each phase. The minimum fair share
percentage for each jurisdiction 1s listed in the SANBAG Development Mitigation Nexus Study and
inctuded in Appendix B.
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Table 1. Capital Projects Needs Analysis — Example Major Street Project

Project Name: Widen X St from Y Ave to 7 Rd from 2 lanes to 4 lanes

PRIOR | FY 09/10 { FY 10/11 | FY 11/12 | FY 12/13 | FY 13/14
PSE
DIF $0.1M
Measure $0.15M
Other:
ROW
DIF $0.2M $0.2M
Measure | $0.3M $0.3M
Other:
CONST
DIF 50.6M 80.6M
Measure | $0.9M $0.9M
Other:
= All project phases are required to meet the minimum development fair share rates identified

in the SANBAG Nexus Study.

SANBAG staff will compare the CPNAs with the development mitigation annual reports submitted
by local jurisdictions to determine whether the development mitigation funds proposed can be
reasonably expected to be available. Jurisdictions may exceed the minimum fair share amount on
any given project, but no credit will be given for overmatching on any other projects.

= Jurisdictions may transact loans internally or with other jurisdictions to provide required
development mitigation tunds to facilitate project delivery for arterial projects. For railroad grade
separation projects, local jurisdictions may also request a loan from SANBAG to provide
development mitigation funds to facilitate project delivery.

SANBAG reserves the right to audit loan transactions used as a basis for funding the
| development mitigation funds. Development Mitigation is discussed in more detail in the
U ~Development Mitigation for Valley Jurisdictions” section of this paper.
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The following general schedule is an example of the possible sequence of events:

»  September - Local jurisdictions prepare five-year capital projects needs analvsis (first
year in analysis is the subsequent fiscal year). Development mitigation annual reports
are also due to SANBAG.

¢ October —~ SANBAG prepares revised revenue projection (based on most recent sales tax
data and demographic trends) and updates project costs for projects managed by
SANBAG

» January — SANBAG staff prepares cash-flow analysis of all programs

*  March — SANBAG Board makes apportionment decisions. Jurisdictions can account for

these funds in budgeting for their next fiscal year

Step 2: Fund Apportionment

The next step in the administration of any program in Measure | 2010-2040 is the apportionment of
revenue to each program.

= The fund apportionment process is an annual action by the SANBAG Board to direct
anticipated Measure 1 2010-2040 revenue to specific programs.

SANBAG staff will prepare a cash flow analysis based on the CPNAs of Valley jurisdictions, the
needs of the SANBAG Freeway and Transit Programs, and the assessment of Measure ] revenue
availability extending at least five vears into the future. This analysis could also serve as the basis
for periodic evaluation of bonding needs. The annual fund apportionment decision by the Board
will be informed by this analysis. While the program distribution is constrained to the percentages
identified in the Measure I 2010-2040 Expenditure Plan over the life of the Measure, it is
anticipated that, particularly in the Valley region, inter-program borrowing will be necessary to
meet the annual needs of certain programs.

= Inter-program borrowing provides flexibility for the Board to focus funding toward
efficient delivery of all Valley Measure T 2010-2040 programs and could minimize the need for and
costs associated with bonding.

brd073801-WhitePaper.doc Page



While inter-program borrowing allows the Board flexibility to meet annual needs, there may also
be need for a cap on the amount of borrowing allowed, such as a percentage of the total dollar
amount anticipated though the Measure.

Step 3: Fund 4location to Jurisdictions

After apportionment decisions are made, SANBAG staft will prepare a report of allocations for the
Valley Major Streets Program based on the total apportionment to this program.

= Fund altecation for the Valley Major Streets Program refers to the disuibution of
apportioned funds to a jurisdiction based on the proportion of the public share of project costs
identified in the CPNA.

If the Board apportions 100 percent of the Valley jurisdiction's requests, as contained in their

U CPNAs, then each jurisdiction will receive an allocation eguivalent to what is listed in their
0

CPNA. If the apportionment is less than 100 percent of the requests, then each jurisdiction will
receive their proportional share, as calcutated from cosis in the CPNA.

= Allocations will be documented in a master agreement between the jurisdiction and
SANBAG.

The agreement will document the funds available for reimbursement to the jurisdiction for their
Major Streets Program projects in that fiscal year, but does not authorize expenditure on any
particular project (project authorization is discussed in Step 4). The agreement will be amended
each year to adjust the authorized reimbursement amount for reimbursements that have been paid to
the local jurisdiction and to add new apportionments allocated to the jurisdiction.

To protect geographic equity over the life of the Measure, caps will need to be placed on the
amount by which a jurisdiction could exceed its “equitable share” of funding under the Valley
Major Streets Program.

> The total equitable share for each jurisdiction will be calculated based on the percentage of
arterial project costs in the Development Mitigation Nexus Study. For example, if the Nexus Study
arterial project costs for Jurisdiction X represent 10 percent of the total Nexus Study arterial project
costs, that jurisdiction cannot receive more than 10 percent of the allocations in the Measure I
Major Streets Program over the life of the Measure,

Because the staff recommendation is for allocation based on current need rather that total equitable
share, 1t is possible that a jurisdiction could receive more than their annual equitable share, which is
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defined as the total equitable share percentage multiplied by the Major Streets Program funds
apportioned to date. At any given time within the Measure’s 30-year life, a jurisdiction may have
received more or less than its equitable share of the Major Streets funds apportioned to date. For
example, if the arterial construction for a particular jurisdiction is loaded at the front end of the
Measure, relative to other jurisdictions, that jurisdiction will likely receive more than its annual
equitable share of the funds allocated to the program in the early years. Geographic equity over the
life of the Measure will be protected by capping how far in excess of its annual equitable share a
jurisdiction could accumulate allocations at any given time.

The stringency of the cap is a policy issue that the Board will need to resolve at a future date. For
example, a restriction could be placed on allocations that would not allow a jurisdiction to receive
more than their allocated amount plus one-half of their estimated unallocated balance. Other
capping strategies can be devised to protect geographic equity. The purpose of a cap is to promote
project delivery by allowing jurisdictions with shelf-ready projects to proceed, while protecting
geographic equity over the life of the Measure. The dollar cap for each jurisdiction would be
calculated annually by SANBAG staff.

Step 4: Expenditure

Jurisdictions can begin reimbursable work on a project in their CPNA after submitting a Project
Authorization Form to SANBAG.

= The Project Authorization Form will be approved by the City Council/Board of
Supervisors and the SANBAG Executive Director and will document the project scope, estimated
costs, fund sources, and any special arrangements. such as loans of development fair share funds.

After the Project Authorization Form has been executed, the jurisdiction is authorized to begin
receiving reimbursement for project costs up to the amount designated in the master allocation
agreement. Each project in the CPNA requires a separate Project Authorization Form. Any project
costs that exceed the amount in the master allocation agreement will be held for reimbursement
until new apportionments become available.

Invoices submitted to SANBAG will be reimbursed at a rate that accounts for the development fair
share rate and any state or federal funds that are used to buy down the project cost and/or public
share cost for specific projects in the Major Streets Program. Appropriate invoicing procedures for
receiving state or federal funds will need to be followed.

If projects are not proceeding according to the schedule outlined in the CPNA, resulting in large

cash balances, SANBAG may request an explanation from the local jurisdiction as to the reason(s)
tor delay.
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Excessive delays beyond allowable cure periods (to be defined later in the strategic planning
process), could resuit in de-allocation of funds available to that local jurisdiction. This would not
affect the total equitable share over the life of the Measure, but could affect the near-term
availability of funds.

[ —

Vallev Interchange Program

The Valley Interchange Program is unique from the other programs in that it requires multiple
jurisdictions to coordinate local funds toward the implementation of a project; however, one
jurisdiction will be required to take responsibility as the lead agency in administering the project.
The lead agency will be responsible for coordinating the minimum required development
mitigation with the cooperating jurisdictions. In some cases, SANBAG may assume the lead
agency role at the request of the local jurisdictions, but a project management fee will apply.
SANBAG may also assume the lead agency role if the interchange reconstruction is required to
allow for a freeway mainline widening project and the reconstruction would not otherwise oceur in
a timely fashion. If SANBAG is the lead agency, SANBAG will bill local jurisdictions for the
minimum development shares, '

Step 1: Identification of Needs

SANBAG staff will prepare an analysis of needs from for the Interchange, Major Streets, Freeway,
and Transit Programs and a forecast of Measure I revenue availability, The analysis of needs for
the Interchange Program will be based on information submitted by the local jurisdictions in the
CPNA and any outstanding project advancement agreements or project development loans that
have been approved by the Board. The CPNA for the Interchange Program is similar to the format
for the Vailey Major Streets Program except that it will identify all agencies contributing
development mitigation toward the project. The CPNA for Valley Interchange Program projects is
prepared by the local jurisdiction that has elected to be the lead agency in project implementation.

SANBAG staff will prepare an estimate of total Valley Interchange Program needs for the coming
year for consideration by the SANBAG Board. This estimate will take into consideration total
project cost by phase, so that, when financially possible, the jurisdiction will not have to rely on
future apportionments to fully fund a phase of work.

An example of a typical project needs analysis for an interchange is shown in Table 2. The
example assumes that the total development mitigation fair share is 40 percent of the cost of each
phase and that three jurisdictions contribute 20, 15, and 5 percent of the cost of each phase in
development fees to cover this fair share. The minimum development mitigation for each
interchange and each jurisdiction’s share of that mitigation is listed in the SANBAG Development
Mitigation Nexus Study and included in Appendix B.
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Table 2. Capital Projects Needs Analysis ~ Example Interchange Project

Project Name: Reconstruct Interchange W

PRIOR | FY 09/10 | FY 10/11 | FY 131/12 | FY 12/13 | FY 13/14

IPSE
DIF - City X $0.8M
DIF - City Y’ $0.6M
DIF - City Z $6.2M

Measure | $2.4M

Other:

ROW
DIF - City X $0.8M $0.8M
DIF — City Y $0.6M $0.6M
DIF - City 7 $0.2M $0.2M

Measure | $2.4M $2.4M

Other:

CONST
DIF - City X $4.0M $4.0M
DIF - City Y] $3.0M $3.0M
DIF - City Z $1.0M $1.0M

Measure [ $12.0M $12.0M

Other:

= All project phases are required to meet the minimum development fair share rates identified
in the SANBAG Nexus Study.

SANBAG statf will compare the CPNA against the development mitigation annual reports to
ensure that the development mitigation funds proposed are consistent with amount of development
in the jurisdiction. Jurisdictions may exceed the minimum fair share amount on any given project,
but no credit will be given for overmatching on anyv other projects.

= Jurisdictions may transact loans internally or with other jurisdictions to provide required
development mitigation funds to facilitate project delivery. For interchanges, local jurisdictions
may also request a loan from SANBAG to provide development mitigation funds to facilitate
project delivery.

SANBAG reserves the right to audit loan transactions used as a basis for funding the development
U mitigation funds. Development Mitigation s discussed in more detail in the “Development
U Mitigation for Valley Jurisdictions” section of this paper.
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Step 20 Fund Apportionment

The fund apportionment process for the Valley Interchange Program is the same as the process for
all Valley Measure I 2010-2040 Programs and is described in the Valley Major Sureets Program
section.

Step 3: Fund Allocation to Interchange Projects

After apportionment decisions are made, SANBAG staff will prepare a report of allocations for the
Valley Interchange Program based on the total apportionment to this program. Because
interchanges require participation of multiple jurisdictions, it is more appropriate for
apportionments to be allocated by project rather than by jurisdiction.

= Fund allocation for the Valley Interchange Program refers to the distribution of
apportioned funds to a project based on the proportion of project costs in the CPNA.

= Interchanges that are critical to a freeway mainline project may be prioritized for fund
allocation.

If the Board apportions 100 percent of the Valley jurisdiction’s requests, as contained in their
D CPNAs, then each project will receive an allocation equivalent to the need identified in the
0 CPNA. If the apportionment is less than 100 percent of the requests, then any priority
interchanges will receive full allocations and the remaining interchanges will receive a
proportional share, as calculated from costs in the CPNA.

= Project-specific allocations will be documented in an agreement between the jurisdiction
designated as lead agency and SANBAG.

The agreement will document the funds available for reimbursement to the jurisdiction for the
interchange project and will include a Project Authorization Form. The Project Authorization Form
will be approved by the City Council/Board of Supervisors of each participating jurisdiction and
the SANBAG Executive Director and will document the project scope, estimated costs, fund
sources, and any special arrangements, such as loans of development mitigation funds.

Step 4 Fxpenditure

After the allocation agreement has been approved by the SANBAG Board, jurisdictions can begin
receiving reimbursement for the costs of eligible work activities on an interchange project up to the
amount designated in the agreement. Any project costs that exceed the amount in the allocation
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agreement will be held for reimbursement until new apportionments become available. All
invoicing to SANBAG will be from the lead agency on the project, and the lead agency will need to
bill the cooperating jurisdictions for their development mitigation amounts. If SANBAG is
managing the project, SANBAG will draw funds from the allocation account for the identified
interchange and will bill local jurisdictions for their development mitigation amount for that
invoice.

If projects are not proceeding according to the schedule outlined in the CPNA, resulting in large
cash balances, SANBAG may request an explanation from the local jurisdiction as to the reason(s)
for delay.

Excessive delays beyond allowable cure periods (to be defined later in the strategic planning
process), could result in de-allocation of funds available for that interchange. This would not
affect the overall equitable share over the life of the Measure, but could affect the near-term
availability of funds.

N

Development Mitioation for Valley Jurisdictions

The SANBAG Development Mitigation Nexus Study establishes development mitigation fair share
percentages for arterial projects and interchange projects for jurisdictions in the Valley and Victor
Valley. Appendix B shows the minimum fair share percentages for Valley jurisdictions. Valley
jurisdictions will be reimbursed with Measure I dollars for project costs minus the minimum
development fair share, minus any other public funds that have been assigned to the project.
Jurisdictions may exceed the minimum fair share amount on any given project, but no credit will be
given for this on any other projects.

Loans

Jurisdictions may transact loans internal to their jurisdiction or with other jurisdictions to provide
development mitigation funds to facilitate project delivery for arterial projects.  The source,
amount, and terms of the loan will need to be documented on the Project Authorization Form to be
approved by the City Council/Board of Supervisors and SANBAG Executive Director. SANBAG
reserves the right to audit loan transactions used as a basis for funding the development mitigation
funds.

For interchanges and railroad grade separation projects, local jurisdictions may request a loan from
SANBAG to provide development mitigation funds to facilitate project delivery. This is in addition
to the internal loans referenced above. The loan request must come from the lead or cooperating
agency that is unable to fund their fair share, and loan amounts will be paid to the lead agency to
cover fair share amounts associated with invoicing for the interchange project in question.
Repayment of the loan will be to SANBAG from the agency reguesting the loan. Terms of the loan
will be negotiated on a case-by-case basis, based on factors such as anticipated pace of future
dev:lopment, and will include interest. Failure to comply with the terms of the loan could result in
reduction of the jurisdiction’s Major Streets Program allocation.

=t
(¢
¥l

brd070801-WhitePaper.dog Pa:

1t



Credit Aereements

SANBAG will not be a party to credit agreements. The agreement will be strictly between the local
jurisdiction and the developer. Reimbursement of Measure I dollars to a jurisdiction may be
provided for arterial construction on Nexus Study projects undertaken by a developer under certain
circumstances. A copy of the credit agreement must be provided along with the Project
Authorization Form. Reimbursement requires documentation comparable to invoices used for
public construction contracts (e.g. quantities, per-unit costs, etc.), and the invoices must separate
the development mitigation portion of the construction from any non-development mitigation
portion of the construction in a verifiable fashion. For example, construction work for
development site excavation cannot be mixed with roadway-related excavation. Reimbursement
will occur based on this invoicing only for the public share of the costs. The minimum fair share
amount will be deducted from invoices received.
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APPENMDIX A

Procedural Framework for Valley Major Streets and Valley Interchange Programs
Analysis of Options

brd070801-WhitePaper.doc Appendix A

36



v xjpuaddy i~y afeq doprade g M- 10R0LOPIY

INSBIN O} AIDAI[AP JUSIDILD
JO pua oy e ueig samipuadxs 10} AHpGIXaY plBog SMofR Quomuonsodde jenuug 2y wr spasu pung £jiny 01 21ge og
1ad juswuontodde 9A1003 ‘wieiBord v up padu spesINd | 10U Avwu 30 Lvw paveg) VNJD U1 parjnuaps spasu weddoay
swzrdoad e aamsua o1 vapaag NUOABI aldym 1k Aur 53192018 Jofepy AajjeA o1 paaedinod s spaau wivadoad
DAHRASIHLEIPY DRSLAIOUY AMSBIA] JO 38N [{N1] 10] SMOJIY 1 24nSEafA Heaaao pue suondaford anusnay TROITIG

AIDAEDP JUDDYR
piemoy Suepuny snooy o)

paog DVENYS 10 ANnigrxay Bunruepd vorppsund SWRIBOLF OFOT
MO|[B 10U $30P SABNWNI0E | [ROO] 10} djquljot dow sturiFord -0107 [ aInszow

Kauow a1ym pasooad u20m]2( SuRO| Fuiyowd) jo uB[] 2annpuadXs OPOT-0107 Jepoined a1 o)
oy Apras siaofoad Lejop pno)) | usping 2ANBISIUIUIPE SAZIUULA | [ JINSEIN UL U1 PAWEIL0D uonngLasip afeuanad T NOLLIO | pItog DvENVs ayl
Aq paroanp spuny
(U0 peseq aq ued S|aAd] wwuonkodde jenuuy wridoud

gora o} Jupurioriodde [Enuue SaLNUAPL IR0 DVINVS juawmuotoddy

TV NAD) sisApeuy spaan s12afodg ferden v ySnosyl
poyst|dwioodt 99 Jim Sy ], TUOWIUICD puB matadls signd soye
siseq jenuuR e ue samnypuadxoe yofosd 2jgidife Jo unyd seak LIVEETY

-l 8 3dope o1 st parog oyl ey} sayoads aouBUIpIO) | 2ansBaR Jo uoyedUIPY

suopdouopdiosaq sS04 3

=
)
. =
&
&
A
S
b |
;.
-1
&
»
=~
. ]
o
8

1X21 pioq uE pBIRETIY 218 SHOURPUMUWIODAE IRIS ION

1841 patipows 2g st wesSosd vonednnu Jusurdoppasp 1200] 243 TG TUSWIPUAWE APRIS SHXON £ YSnonyl payipoul aq ued s1500 109104
santawo)) sureiSolr pue suejd Aq papiacad 2ouepid yiim ASUDISISUOD SUIBJUIRUE SS200E] e

AN{qixaq) 1018048 yim g ‘yovoldde JUSWRsINGUIDLUCHBICHE J1BIS PUR [BIZP2] SMO[j0) A BI0uad $500014 e

HAEHETS]
saosuods 1oefoad [eoop pue parog DY UNVS 21 10} 12pI0 pur a0ueping

1220 Ys1qrIsa 01 20rpd ur 9 03 poau $3s89001d PUB 0FOZ-0661 | SINSEIA 91 I3pUN DYVINYS AG paidisiutwpe sweadoud uoneaoge puny 3y jo Auw uey) xajdiod
adow Aenursqns s1 sweiold asay) JO UONBHSIUIWPE a4, "SANUBARE 0FO7-0107 | 2inseay SuiSeurw w Anjqeiunodoe pue ‘Aouasedsuway ‘Annba oiydes5oad amsua
01 poyiaw anewasAs B apiaosd 03 s1 swividoag sdunyoioiuy AafjeA pue sang sofey AspiRA Y1 J0j s$a001d uonedoje puw juawuoiitodde pautjap v jo asndad ay

S5oin g

spdaduo)y aanppuadxy pue yuawuonteddy swridolr sdueydaanu] A3 A pue s1a0.08 Jolepy Ao
NVTd JIDHLVULS 080C-0107 I THOSYHIN

37



v oxipuaddy

-V 93y

sdvd Suipuny

Aum 11y ued uonipsLng
Fen0] ssajun sioafoad

ABf2p pnoo Sopgejiear sluooaq
SpUnj 2o B Biom Jo aseyd
YoBD 10} SUCHOR 2ALASHILPR
apdapnue ur 1pnsss Kepy

SAMIBAGD
[ 9MSEIN 2unIng jo T LI HEILLEGD

OUF saBW DYHNYS

“aoueieq Juduoodde
UL 01 Junowe uonezLoyINE 2inypuadxe wui (T NOTII0

SARM
FUIMOF[O] D1 U pezopuoL agG uBd UOUEZLIOYIRE aanppuadxs

wrigol g ayt ul spoafoud
JO IBGLUNY 120YS JO 35n0aq
vonensiunupe xopdwo;y

suonoipsunf [eoo)

PUR DVEHNVS 10q 20 uzping
DANRASIUIUDPE U} SOZILIUHA

103foud yora 1oy spquiea
Suiptny ayy sapeout[ap L1

noapsrnd

O8I 0} J[GRHBAR SPUN] WLIS0 § JO Junowy [0

a3 sag1aads ey wondpsLinf yora s JoEIUed a0 3
‘Aenune papudwe are jey) spumpaaSe Jo)sew uonnpsenf

ysnosy) suoynpsinf o) spuny NEORY 7 NOTIA0

WEITOLS 21
ut 1afoud yora 10} s10RNUD Anbiun <371 ‘SjuawoalSe Nyroads

-13efoxd ySnosyy suonoipsunf of spuny aedopy NGITdO

anppusdyy

suonpstnd ssouoe

OVINYS £q voneziuond
sadrbas ¢, s1afoid 1sey

10} AGR[IBAR 3G JOU AR Spun

s1afoid

IBYI0 J0J SHREIRAR 2G PROD
1wy spun; dnan ued anpayos
uo Furpaanoad you safosd
SBUIPUNT 1{8) PAIIDD |[IM
spafoud ([ 104 ‘padu 193t Jou
saop wauontodde weidoly 5

WRIF04] 3758 01 pasn aq Avui
P VNG 01 2IR{9LI00 10U
sa0p sioafosd 10430 01 Aepap
guisnes spung popostun dn o1
PINOD - PABU I3PISLOD 10U S30(]

SHOE00) |8
1y 2A1021 A2y [Im
LOB-01-Apray, aue ey saforg

uoneznuord

[R00] 10 Smofje fAjjenba
paraalie a4 fim spafoid fu
‘pasu veL 8591 s1uawuoodde
weiFoa ] J1 paou ayeipatun

U0 paseq st UoHnquIsi(

uoneznuond (8I90] F0) SmoqR
3qriEAR sanuansg joafosd
o1 suonoipsunl B0 smojje
wonasiunupe payldug

s1oafosd 10 j10 B ySnouy) apew s UOHEIONY 1T NOTLJO

‘Padu uo paseq Afjenuue

sagueyd suonedofje SuiARaal spaford 1o suogapstnd

213 pue wonngisip asejuddiad ag g cavad jeosy yep

10} ¥NGD M patjiuapt s1509 adeys sipgnd ay) uo paseq
st juamnonaodde jo ‘uonnquisip 1o ‘uopudoyy T NOTTAO

DHSEIY A INOYEN0AGT 1UBSHOD §)
uonoipsund yoea oy uonnguistp a8euaolad ayy, Apng saxan
DVENVS 241 Ul pagnuaps sises a1eys o13qnd s uo paseq

st uowworodde 10 ‘uonnginsip Jo uoneolly T NOLLAO

suoydg/uond omemm

uonmpsunf

$0 1ofoud
ayioads v oy
o1 miondodde
wesgoa

11 Wiy spuny
JO Gonngeasiql

UONEIOY

883204

mesBo1d 10015 xofoy 1IN




v xipusddy

¢y adey

sopradeqasinia-1080.£0Pi

PIEOG DVENVYS 241 A
paacidde aq 1snw ueo| syyidads-uoneirdas apuid
SITJO SULAL AY L Cuonoipsunl pua) ay; pue
DVHNVS U92M120 U288 AQ "DVHENYS
Uim ‘suoneledas opriad peoyie jo aseo o (7
‘{Adde Lew suotsiaosd jipne) Sulieys
-puny jruonatpsunl-eapn pasnoop yinonp ()

IpRIaESURI] 2 ABLY SHINOWIE DIBYS 11R) JO SUBDT] e

suond(y uvo

SPUNJ JO 280 UBIILYD
FHSUD OF $21128] , Spuny

o930 Ajouny, asn 03 Aupige
sz fssanosd Juwad

B 4FN0IY DIQRIIBAR JOU 208 TRy
SPUNY |RIDPI] 10 2RI SPNOL
Arur 53500 j00fosd Jo sieys
s1pqnd {saseys Jig) wnUHLHY
Ajan o saanypuadxs

{230 JO JIphe pajielap

sannbag ispuy aunseap

Jo aunpipuadxa up Aypgqisoodsal
AImionpy eogueiens

O DVENVYS 10 HRoy g

pasn

Sutaq 21v 5997 Juaudoasp
TRU1 224D 0] {0240 10ds ypne
annbas Azw fuonoipsuni pur

OVEHNVYS 10} UoHENsIUIUpE
Jaurroaur xoydwon aiop

(TuamaduBADE

joafoad o) sepuns)
uonapsund (a0 0 Suipuny
[{01] JO QIEP JO DOURINSSE ON

wswRsnguaal 10y Fuiem
3[1yMm 53502 paford Juoag,,

OF $pUR WIIDLLINS BARY O
uonipsunf 1230} aunbas 3 usoop
‘uonotpstnl [230] puB DVUNYS
Y10q 10} UApIng aAlRASIUNLPY
/BUIDI0ATL Seonpay

spunj Jo asn

A32UU1] I3AO OO0 2I0W SUIRE
DVEINYS upld ainipuadxyy

puz Apnig snxan Jad

SleYs 11B) JUdWAO[IADD WHWITUTY
swepnew 102f01d sansuy

aseyd Jad uonezLIOYINE OUO
Ajuo sannbas teseyd pozisoyine
30 aieys ayyqnd payuapr puny
A[Ing 01 JUDULILILUDD SIPIAOL

ol

LHOHEDO B-ONS,, L JAOGR PASSHOSIP S¥
“aloid e 1o gonaipsLnl o 12y319 01 PAIEDO(E INOWR ) I}

uonoIpsLnf [230] a1 010940 € 52081 HVANYS 2 NOLLAO

552004d JUSLURSINGLUISS 2dtoAul ssaaB0ad

2 gSnoay spuny puadxa suonmpspnf juoony (T ROLIJO

sARAL
FuIMO[]0) AU U pIMSIHIWPE aq ued uswhed ainppuady]

{adurjeq juawuorodde pasoxs 51800

uaym AF21Ea1S JUdWaduBAPY 103{00 aY1 01 dBjLUUS) aduRjRY
judwwopaodde jr10] 21 01 JHoWIRSIIQUUIAL My g dseyd a1
Jo 1500 2aaeys ongnd jo aunppuadxa gny Joy moply (T NOILIO

suondoyuondirsaqg

gx_;_g@é.xg S ELEHN .:o[éw Xaliej\

{"3u0d)
aanppurdxy

§53304J -

39



v xipuaddy

-y abeg

dopuaded i - 1080/0piq

UOHISRHSUOD
HIfUIRW Jo uoieiuaatdun
01 AR[3p Ut ynsad Anpy

stuuonodde w

Ioul 10 Surpuog ySnoag
DGUHIBAR PR §1 SNUDADS
[EUOIIIPPE SSIIU UOIORISUCD
J03 Apras spafoid jo

Apgop ur ynsag pinoo ‘sersond
[RUOIRAL Y1M JUDISISUCD

aq 10U Aewr sanwoud [Rao

diD

123 A DAL AL Uf papnjow a1e
Jut) satpaotid (©00] 10g 9|qeR|IEAE
aq Aew spuny jeys suotoipsting
[R30] 1O} SOUBINSSE SIPIAGL]

UONINIISUOS tjuiew A21op
1% uoronisuen afusyosaiu
1eif) Apjrgissod saziwunpy

SVNID Aq popind
sanond Suppuny ynim suoisiaap uonEDo| [ puw Jusuoniodde

t Ajjenba pamaia aq jjim SABURYIW 1Y ZNOTTIO

ajqeHeAr

12 spung menbape papiacad ‘Buipuny roy Aupqidine

woag sagueRIRIu dati0 spnpasd jou saop sy cspaafosd
SWUIRWE 13ATPD 01 A1 e ay) o saBueyaIu IS0}

1o 1edun a3 jo asnedag asliesofe pur Judmnonrodde
pog ur Kjniorid 9419090 JHM Je) saduryyiayu

$0 3511 & dopaaap [ preog vaNys L T ROTAO

HOLRZIIOLE]

3InseA N 24

JO pua ay1 e uwyg ampupuadyy
1ad watwucnioddy aamaal
sweidosd (12 01nsu2 0 Usping
PANBHSIUILIPE PIsERIOU]

KLIAlDP U209

premor Suipuny snooy 03

PIROSE OVENVYS 403 Ajijigixey
MOLE 10U S30P fSalg{nwunoog
Aduou ajigm possod

o1 Apear spoafoud Aejap ppon

K1RAop w0

10} AHIIQIXDY) parog smofje
uieiSoad g ur pasu spasaxa
ANUA0L 2YM 182K Kuw 1y

RINSBAIA] JO 950 ||0] 10} SMO[Y

Suraue|d uorpipsLnf

[B90] 10] 2]qQEI[9F sIowW ‘sweiFod
usamiag susgy Furyonn jo
UBPING OALRASIUIUEPE SAZILIUHAL

(uowuontodde jeauue ayy up spasu punj Al 03 2qe agq
1ou {ewr 40 few pagog) ygo) ul payuapy spasn weddoag
aBueyainug e o) paredwos se spau weagoud

1 HRSEIN [feaaa0 pue suondasfoad anuwaroy 7 NOTTIO

uel] 2amipuady OrOZ-0107

[ 2INSEIN DUF U PAUTEILOD HONNGLsIP 38900y T NOT LS

U0 Pasu(} g ued Sfaad] wRwteiodde nuuy wesdoad
yoea o} watauotzodde jenuue satnuspe pinogt HVENYS

stwndold opoy
“O10T | 2ansuajy
depnonred agl 0
PIBOH DVANVS 241
Agy pa1oadrp spuny

mawivoroddy

‘1aford ayp g5 uoysipsunl peoy

SE pagoajes suonvipsunt oy jo Aprgisuodsal ayl aq M VNG
ay1 jo uonesedaid spuny wesFoayg oFurydiauy 1oy suoyapsind
(B0} JO SPISU ) SUILLIBIIP OF SY NJD JO 38N o) SPUMLIUIOAL
JJTIS “12ABMO} wreiBoad afueyaiagu) £a)jeA ay) aoj sued mwak
-aAl Jo uoindope pieog Aj10ads Jou Sa0P 3dURKPIC) | 2NSEA

suondomondiiasaq -

EHEETN]
Jo voneayyuapy

£530043

40



v Xipuaddy

¢~y 988

20p 1R EANEA- [ HSGLOPIY

5225 huwaSeuuw joefoad 281wy osje Aew VENYS
UBWAAIER B3 YIlM 20UBPIOIVE U SISO0 aeys siw] wawdopasap
a3 a0f sucnaapsunf a0yl jH14q [j1a pue suonapsLng
Sunedoimed syl Jo yoes Yim siuawassde ol U OVINYS
“ooford 2Buryoioiun ue jop Asuafe pea) ayl SI OVANYS I

suopapsunf Sunedionaed

Ag pannbar 51500 aueys xyy tuswdopasp Aue undafjon

fof apqisuodsal ag M puk DVENVS Yhim uswaife
aioads-aueynialur ue 01U 123UD [jim uonpsLnl peay se
paoajes wonaipsunfayp cuoynpstenl L ueyy aagpet joafosd
Aq paredoje aq pproys spusmuofdodde suognpswnl
dnmnum jo wopedidpavd sambas saBueyriau asnedag

HOEIORY-gng

aourpRq Judutioniodde

JO IB] J0 3SNHEING pAIUAp

3q Aewt suoneoojie Bunsanbas
syafoad 158] o1 ‘Y NJD Ul

ul pRIJIIIAP] PAaU Y] uBy) $59)
ade sjuswiuortodds pnuue g

s1oafoud

IS0 10 D]GR]IPAR 2 PInoD
12 spunj dn an uwd 2npayos
uo Suipoascad jou aue wy)
syoafoid {ssa Ljmruoodoxd
SuiAaDd sefuryDISIul Y0
UM SHOLEIONE | (1Y DA1300L
PoM yotym ‘saSueynaoin
Alpronad are 2101 ssajun)
AJBIHUE UOTTEDO] R [T JAIDI0L
01 2|g® 94 [[1m spuswuoriodde
Furajanal safurynidul

AL JO BUGH ‘YN 943

U} PRIIUDPI PAdU 2H] UBY] $SI
aie supwuontodds penuue 3

2FUBYIAIH

A12A3 0] SpUN SIBIALTONE
0] DINSRHA RO DYE] PINOM
~ SANBILIBYE OEIA B JON

SUOLBI0I
[y aA18021 Aoyl s
LOF-01-Apral,, 218 18yl s100{0k]

UCHEIONE 10§ Apead 51 10afoud
DY UDUM D[QR]IBAE BQ [|1M SpUny
ey sorppsunl 0 souvknsse
sap1aoly (ss3] Kjoeuoipodord
oAI200 [[1m SaSueydaotul

too pur Suipuny iy

DADAL 1M Ay ‘safupyoasiur
Anaoud e ssay) J1y Apenba
pa1nagje og jjim justido|daap
Iapun safuryaudiul v ‘Y Nd4D
S U POLINUIPT PR3U AU Uy]
ss9 2w sisswaoiiodde jenuue 3y

‘siseq ssauipear-paload

B0 JUNDIIR SIT 0L SPURY JO HOBIOHE 10 a3y a aue
VNGO 2y ut papnjou sasueyioiuy (aFueyosein spraads v oy
paudisse jou “2'1) JUNcode,, a5uBydIBIu] |[BISAO UB 0] pauSisse

st awuotodde jervae weaBord afueyoiouy CCNOITJO

30N 1240 23URYOIIJUL YIES I0) JJEINWNIIE

s pue sZurygarayug Ag pajara) ade spuamuentoddy
HR3A (RIS TR 103 VNJD 4] i paguap

s1503 a1eys ayynd ay} wo paseq adueys.iojur Aq parudisse

s1 puamuonsodde penuue weadoa g adusypanug ¥ NG O

“UNSEA BU[1 INOYFNCIYF JUBISUOD 9
sBuryniapul yora o vopnglistp odejuansad sy Apms saxan
OVENVS 24) U poyghiuapi 1502 ateys 21jgnd aul uo paseq

si wewuoiiodde jo “uonnginsip 10 ‘uoyedofy T NOLLJO

suonduondunsaq

uoiepsLnl

0 paford
stjads v sl
o3 usionodde
weidoig

YL WO SpLiny
JO UoHNGLISICY

HOLIBION Y

wieaSoag Bﬁeq;yxaiul AaqreA

41



v xipuaddy

9~y 95ed

sopaadeay - 10802004

SPUnRg JO 281 U

JMBUD ) $I1101] | SpUnj

Joasn Kawun, asn o} Anjqe
sazius sssanord g

B yEnong ageiiear 100 o ey
SPHHY] [RIDPAJ 10 DIRIS apnjau
Arte 51500 300foud Jo sueys
onpqnd sareys Hyf wuEuLL
Apiaa 01 sanupuadxs

{BOD] JO WpnRE payiviap

saambas {spuny anseapy

Jo amnpuadx ur Aiprqisuodsa
Aletonpry sajuvaend

OF DY ENVE 105 LG

posn

Aaq a1 5929 wvwdoppaap
181 32240 01 $%0940 10ds npne
asnbar Aewr tuonipsiind pig
OYENYS 0] HONRNsSiipe
Fauenioaur xopdwos 1o

(udurodueApe

1z0foad o) Jepuys)
uolpsuni jeoop o) Supung
[N JO 230D |0 2DURKISSE ON

sded Gurpun;

Aue iy ued uorpdtpsunf

[B20] ssafun spafos

AB[DP PINOD SD(B]IRAY SUI0DA|
Spunj alow SB Mom Jo aseyd
(OB 10§ SUGHOR DAITRHSHHUWIPE
afduynw u nsar Aepy

HIWDLGUIDI 0] Suliem
ajiym s1500 10ofoud Juoay,

O} SPUNJ JUIIDLLNS dARY 0
uonaipstnt swoop ainbal j usaop
wwonsipsunf [Ro0] put DIVENYS
Y104 10J UAPINgG 2ALESTHIWPE
/EUI0ALL S20NPaYy

spunj jo asn

ADUIT} IDAD [DSRIOD DI0EU SUIRIDI
DVANYS ‘el aimpuadx

pue Apnig snxan Jad

areys nep ustadofaadp winwiuny
SUIRRIRW Huumoa SIS

aseud 1ad uoyezLIOyINE U0
Ao sasmbay faseyd pazitoyme
Jo 21eys oyqnd paynudpl pung
AJJNy 01 TUDILILULWOY SAPIAO]

anuaAl
[ 21521 2NN JO JUMUFRULICD
OU S2YBWE DYWANVS

LHOLRDO[[B-QNS,, U 9AOGE PIsSNIsIp sp
“1afoad .10 nonipsnl sy 12U 01 PAIRIO|[E JENOWE 1) 10}

uonaIpstng (2307 AL 01 YO2UD 2 SANSSE OVENYS 7 NOTII0

ss320.1d JudwasmquIas axr0aw ssaadead

# yanoayy spuny puadxa suonmpsvinf (w0 (T NOILIO

SARM
FUIMO[G) 248 Ul paJRISILIIpy aq ued uzwiked smppusdy

(3ureqg

mapwrnopaodde paasxs sis00 uaga A3 ea)s Juamadu BADY
pafead 2uz 0} Lepuns) ssuejeq Juamnonsodde

{810) 34} 0) JumIsInquuiaL iy ynq aseyd ayy jo

1500 ateys o(qnd jo sanppuadxa Yoy s0) moypy TROTTAG

"aaueleq juawwoipodde

W22 0] URoWweE BoNeZLoyINE anipuadxa 1wy (T NOTIA0

SARM
FUMO10] DY} 1l PAI0ILOLE DG UBD UOHBZLIOYINE uipusdyy

suondQ/uondiisag

aamppuadxyy

53304 %

£
&
B
-
2
5
5
=
-]
B
o -
)
~
-3
+Q
-3
B

2

o



v xipuaddy

L~V 28ry

a0p deanyg M- 1 080L0P

“puny justuopiodde aSueyarmu £3jjBA 243 01 pauina ag
1HA UOTEDO||B $590X3 31 ‘9BURYDIBIUE 911 40 UOIRIOYE AL
ueyl $$9) are vonajdwod yooford 18 spuny papuadxs p101 1]

2FURYIEANUL 1B O] PAIROOJIR SPUi JO UNOWE a1} 01 dn fjuo
1oaford aBurynio3ug o1p vo spury pusdxs ABu OVINYS e

“(suondo ueo 228) NV EINYS Yilm apew

U220 AR SWDLIBFURLIE 12130 SSa[UN ‘sie)jop vonefulw

juawdoaaop yum predar ag 03 ‘jusuuoniodde siang sofepy

Aape A uoripsund [200] o) WOH UBO[ € 9040} 01 DVINVYS
aanbas Aew auwys aiwy sty Ked o) Burjiey suondpsumy  »

SISy Aporignb 10 AUoW € U0 JUNOWE JBYS 18] JIBYL 0]
suonMpsunl (2207 |11 §]1M PUB S20I0AUL ¥OBH M DVINVS

pIEGY] DV ANYS 21 Aq paactdde
6] 1SN YIEYM JO SULIA) 2] ‘suonaipsund [eao] 03 Tuioioaut
11 81802 Jwawedeue 1afoad apnoul Asw NVNYS

(SUOHDIPSLINE |20
Ylm USRS Y

Ag pea'] HVHNYS)
ERENIAP |
arnypuadyy

“QIRIBAR 3¢ |[IM SpUn [RUOHIPDE
U1 3B 991URIENT J0UUED NYYNVYS PISEAIDUE HOLEDO| |2
Y BARY O DVENYS 01 Apdde 01 paau j1im Ing 10efosd
241 1M 2nupuod Aew uonoipsunf ‘aseyd au1 sof uopedojE
D|URIIBAT O]} PIVIXD |HIM SUMIPUddx0 QYT IR JEID UL Y] e

‘punj wanrontodde afusyniatuy AS[BA 243 01 PAUINIDL 3G
1M UOUEBD0{E $520%2 21 “aFurydi0ut a1 10} UOLEIONE dul
upyl 559 21e vonajdwon oaford = spuny papuadxd 101 1] e

, "2TURYMRIUL 4283 JO
ssuyd mp1oods yors 1oj Apnig SAXIN Ut paijiaps afeuaniad
A0j2q dolp Jouued somypuadxa aIByS 1L} dAlRININD) e

{suondo uro} 923) aprL LAY 2ABY SJUMILASURLIY

I3Y10 SSOJUN SIUNCLUR 2IBYS 1B} HAYL 101 suonoipsimf

e00] Sunedionied 12410 [[1q 01 paau [JIa pUE “WNUWRIW B 12
900 J0 uontod asmys vy Jof ajqisuodsas st uonpsynt peary e

{s52001d _UOIIONIISUOD 20UBADR,, [RISPY,] 0 JR[ILS)
sqe[iBAR SIuswiuoIpodde [rUOTHBPE [I3UN PALIRIIP 24 1SN
awuoruodde aane[IWAD JO $S2IX2 Ul SPIDN "2FuRyIsAUL

oyt 10} uawuonodde sanBUND WL 313 03 dn HEom
30 aseqd 243 J0J PAYSHGEEISD st el 2fepuactad aseys oqad
QLI HILA JUDISISUO prid BQ (1M SPURJ | JNSEDR Paleoo)R
JUNGWE 33 03 dis spUnj 9A13021 0) PAZIIOYINE S UOHdIPSLING

suond/uondiiosa(

(proy

DI PSLINnG (B30T}
$53301]
asnppuadxy

553004 -

<

-3
-
®
!
g
e
o o
-3
=
s
[4-]
-




v xipuaddy §-y @ded sop-rade My M- (0800829

‘pleog DVEANYS o4l A pasoadde
ag st uroj o1 102ds-a5uByaiapus S JO SUR
agp  weoidde ueop sy puw fuonoipsunl pusf ay)
DVENYS U9MIG JUDISE AG "DVANVS HiIm (€
10 {K>uaBe peap st uolldIpsLIng 1220]
31 suolprpsund [pooy Suneiadood pue peaj uaamiaq (g
{A1dde Aewt suoisiaold ppne)
Surreys-puny ruonoipsunf-ring palsawndop ysnong (|

pMoRsULIY 5G AL SIUNOWE 2IRYS 18] JO SUBO] e

upraLe

APRIS SOXaN B Ut polaa]jal 3G pinom safueyd 2say |

(A P3upgoasn 1oj ajqisuodsas Apte dwoon aq pinod ¢
vonarpsunl pue “y aBuey2i0iu 10y sfqisuodsar Aata|duwod
aq pInod v uonmipsung “§a) saseys ey 10 Fununoeoor

aur Sprpchuns o) sofueyauaqur uoamiaq  paddoms,

2¢ pinoa sazeys Ligy o[dwERd Jo,[ POUIBILIBLL SI

alBYS HEJ (10} A4} SE Suoj e SIenowe aueys 1wy A snipe
o7 oarfe Ajpnw Avw seonoipsun{ ‘suoopsund diow

10 0m] WOYJ saseys He) saumbar sBuLyorang 2 2oy e suopd() ueo]

uo) T 1 5 | : v spopdQuondinsagg L 8853004 F

44



APPENDIX B

SANBAG Development Mitigation Nexus Study
Minimum Development Contribution Fair Share Percentages

bra70801-WhitePaper.doc

Appendix B

45



Table 1. Development Share Costs for Valley Major Streets Program for Cities
(through vear 2030, $ in millions)

i)evelepment
(Rauo of Tr;p b " Share o

GEDE Growth o™ 28{}5 Total | - Total Art :

“Jurisdiction 2030 Trips) | Art. Cost | Cost Sep. Cost | :

Chino 51% £103.74 $52.72 $0.00 §32.72
Chino Hills 14% $23.45 $3.21 50.00 §3.21
Colton 44%; 541.41 $18.04 £9.73 $§27.77
Fontana 32% $263.57 $84.61 $2.61 $87.22
Grand Terrace 40% $21.32 £8.51 £3.67 $12.18
Highland 46% $108.59 $50.40 $0.00 350.40
Loma Linda 39% $61.43 $23.85 £3.22 $27.07
Maeniclair 19% 56.80 $1.29 £1.62 $2.91
Ontarie 44%, $203.50 $90.32 $20.47 $110.79
Rancho Cue, 29% $67.78 $19.45 $2.32 $21.77
Redlands 23% $65.73 $15.19 $0.15 $13.34
Rialto 40% $76.67 $31.03 $0.00 $31.03
San Bernardino 32% $106.91 $34.62 59.16 $43.78
Upland 48% $22.83 $11.02 $0.00 $11.02
Yucaipa 31% £95.67 $30.80 350.00 $36.80
Total "0 i 38ea T ) 81,273,401 $475.06 1 852,951 §528.01

Table 2. Development Share Costs for Valley Major Streets Program for Sphere Areas
(through year 2030, § in millions)

Development._
' __2005 Devei'
- Share'of
b ”OGS Totai: T_{)tal_{\_i_’t ad are ol -
Jurisdiction - ‘Art Cost” |~ Cost . Sep. Cost -| - Total Cost
Chino Sphere 37% $21.07 $7.73 $0.00 7.73
Colton Sphere 37% $6.10 $2.27 $0.00 52.27
Devare/Glen Helen 62% $16.51 $10.27 84.19 $14.46
Fontana Sphere 42% $49.52 $20.70 £0.00 $20.70
Loma Linda Sphere 2% $0.60 $0.60 £0.00 $0.00
Mantclair Sphere 37% $17.05 $6.24 £0.00 $6.24
Redlands Sphere 36% $21.93 $7.7% $0.00 7.79
Rediands Donut Hole 62% 50,00 50.00 £0.00 $0.00
Rialto Sphere 38% $43.58 816,75 $0.00 $16.75
San Bernardino Sphere 3% 511.32 52.62 £0.00 $2.62
Upland Sphere 9% $12.65 54,89 $0.00 $4.89
Yucaipa Sphere 40% §0.42 $0.17 $0.00 50.17
Total 44% 520018 $79.43 $4.19 $83.62
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Table 3a. Interchanges along SR-60
Estimate of Development’s Percent Fair Share of Interchange Costs

Ll
-1
&~
£ 8
9 P
& ey
e LB
. L [
: o °
Interchange .§ £
iy SR-60 2 s @

Ramona .38 523 .7 53.6% 7% 7.7% 22.0%

O.rél

Central 58.8% . 7% (.9% 0.6% 6.7% 160%%
Mountain 30.4% 100%
Euclid 57.0% 100%
Grove 98.8% 100%
Vinevard §3.3% 100%
| Archibald i 100.0% 160%

Table 3b. Interchanges along SR-60
Estimate of Development’s Fair Share of interchange Cosis
($ in millions)

-

s

- o

- B

: En B
interchange__ S = -
@ SR-60~ i = ;,JJ
Ramonza 31.3% £23.71 $3.98 $1.24 $0.37 87.42
Central 58.8% $23.71 §12.78 $6.13 $0.08 $13.93
Mountain 46.2% $20.32 54.66 $4.73 $9.39
Euctid 44,5% $5.65 $1.08 51.43 $2.51
Grove 48.3% $39.32 $0.23 $18.86 $19.09
Vineyard 60.3% $39.52 $1.60 $22.23 $23.83
Archibald 66.1% $35.63 £3.73 83,73

Total $158.06 $24.32 $1.36 $0.66 $2.57 $50.98 $79.89 ¢
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Table 4a. Interchanges along [-10 from LA County Line to 1-15
Estimate of Development’s Percent Fair Share of Interchange Costs

Monte Vista 24.1% 73.5% 2.2% 24.3% 100%

Grove/dth 17.1% $60.97 13.7% 63.7% . 22.6% 100%

Euclid 17.4% 56.77 60.0% 40.0% 100%
Table 4b. interchanges along I-10 from I.A County Line to 1-15

Estimate of Development’s Fair Share of Interchange Costs

($ in millions)

Monte Vista

3 [Upland Sphere.

th | o
& {Sum of Fair Shares

&

510.43

Grove/dth $1.43 56.64 $2.36
Euclid 30.71 50.47 51.18
Total $4.00 $2.26 $1.32 $7.11 $2.36 1 S17.05

ord07080 - WhitePaper.doe
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Table 3a. Interchanges along 1-10 from 1-15 to 1-215
Estimate of Development’s Percent Fair Share of Interchange Costs

ontan Sphere -

CalwnSphere

Interchange | Traffic | Cost |- 2 . &

@110 | Shed | (SMill) o S S A

Cherry 33.4%  $38.93 36.0% | 64.0%

Beech 50.0% | $30.48 63.5% | 36.5%

Citrus* 38.4% | $40.19 | ($2.4) | 99.4% | 0.6%

Alder 50.0% | $30.14 71.2% 28.8%

Cedar 30.0% | $30.48 12.3% 142% | 73.5%

Riverside 27.4% | $45.16 | (32.0) 65.8% | 7.9% | 262%
Pepper 34.0% | $30.03 1.8%  91.9% | 2.2%
Mt. Vernon 5.1% | $28.23 100.0%

Estimate of Development’s Fair Share of Interchange Costs

Table 5b. Interchanges along 1-10 from 1-15 to 1-213

(% in millions)

5 .- S
E g §
$8.82
$30. $5.56
Citrus* 384% | $40.19 | ($2.4) | $1443 | $0.09 4.5
Alder 50.0% | $30.14 $10.73 $.4.34 $15.07
Cedar 30.0% | $30.48 $1.12 $1.30 1 $6.72 $9,14
Riverside 274% | S45.16 1 ($2.0) ? $7.78 | $0.93 | $3.10 $11.81
Pepper 34.0% . $30.03 $0.18 . $9.38 | $0.22 | $0.42 | $10.21
Mt Vernon S1% | $28.23 | S1.44 $t.44
| Total $273.67 | (S4.40) | $40.92 | S14.48 | $9.08  S12.18  $13.92 | $0.22 | $0.42 | $91.23
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Table 6a. Interchanges along 1-10 from I-213 to Riverside County Line
Estimate of Development’s Percent Fair Share of Interchange Costs

Tippecanoe 34.6% $45.16 | 50.0% ! 50.0% 100%
Mit, View 37.8% $45.16 | 20.0% | 700% @ 6.1% 3.9% 100%
California 47.8% $39.32 37.9% [ 224% ¢ 146% | 232% 100%
Alabama 50.3% $23.71 34.9% | 63.1% 100%
University 17.9% $4.52 100.0% 100%
Wabash 35.8% $23.71 12.5% 87.5% 100%
Live Oak 37.0% £18.00 1.00% 99.0% 160%
Wildwood 50.0% $28.23 ! 100.0% 180%

Table 6b. Interchanges along 1-10 from [-215 to Riverside County Line
Estimate of Development’s Fair Share of Interchange Costs
(S in millions)

S
) Costo- | @NT B B S B gy |

Tippecanoe 6% $45.16 $7.81 1 $7.81 $15.63
Mt View 7. $45.16 83,41 | 511,95 | §1.04 $0.67 £517.07
California 47.8% $39.52 57.16 | §4.23 §2.76 1 $4.76 $18.91
Alabama 5% $23.71 §4.18 7.79 $11.97
University 7.9% $4.52 $0.81 50.81
Wabash 33, $23.71 $1.06 §7.43 $8.49
Live Oak 37.0% $18.00 $0.07 $6.59 $6.66
Wildwood 50.0% $28.23 NERY 514.11
Total $227.99 | §11.23 | 526,92 | §5.27 $9.54 812,55 : 87,43 ¢ 8§20.71 ¢ 593.64

N . :
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Table 7a. Interchanges along [-15 from Riverside County Line to Devore Interchange

Estimate of Development’s Percent Fair Share of Interchange Costs

- Interchange

ontan Spher

Rancho Cucamonga -

Rig:l_t__d'gﬁhefé:

a_ges_'_._‘ _

Su ma{ _ I_’;é;rée"zg:t

SEY 115 U Shed 2

6th/Arrow 30.0% %% 90.0%; 100%
Baseline 30.0% 66.6% 100%¢
Dancan Cva. 77.3% 100%
Sierra 80.3% | 1.4% 64.5% 6.1% 100%

Table 7b. Interchanges along I-15 from Riverside County Line to Devore Interchange
Estimate of Development’s Fair Share of Interchange Costs
($ in millions)

._Interéh.angg..:- :

Federal Earmarks

um of Fair Shares.

i 18 B
6ti/Arrow ; : $16.39
Baseline 50.0% $20.32 (54.0 2.73 58.16
Duncan Cyvn. 77.3% $20.32 51241 $3.30 515.71
Sierra 80.3% $11.29 2.53 $0.13 £3.85 $0.53 $9.06
Total $84.68 (54.00) 817.67 $5.08 820,17 55,85 50,55 §49.31

brdf 7080 1-WhitePaper.doc
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Table 8a. Interchanges along 1-215 from Riverside County Line to Devore Interchange
Estimate of Development’s Percent Fair Share of Interchange Costs

University 15.8% 1 §2597 22% | 43.0% 35.0% 100%
Pep/Lind 50.0% | §43.16 1G0.0% 106%
Palm P35.7% $9.03 [ 50.0% 50.0% 100%

Table 8b. Interchanges along I-215 from Riverside County Line to Devore Interchange
Estimate of Development’s Fair Share of interchange Costs
($ in millions)

University 15.8% | $2597 50.09 $1.76 $2.26 $4.11
Pep/Lind 30.0% i §45.i6 $0.00 522.58 $0.00 522,58
Palm 35.7% | §9.03 $1.61 $1.61 §3.22
Total i 380.16 $0.09 $25.96 $3.87 $29.92

brdd70801-WhitePaper.doc Page B-7 Appendix B



Table Ya. Interchanges along SR-210 from 1-215 to I-10
Estimate of Development’s Percent Fair Share of Interchange Costs

R et | B %&f-

 Ratio of ElE B

Growth | El00F g

to 2030 Fley F = = LR

g simn : g : ,% ko g § ‘-5
Interchange | Traffic | . o5 54 L B E
@ SR-210° 1 Shed 7 (Ml T 3= e =2 3
Waterman 18.2% $45.16 100.0% 100%
Del Rosa [ 32.8% $31.61 63.0% 9.0% 28.0% 100%
Victoria 45.0% $0.00 37.4% 42.6% 100%
Baseline 41.9% 51381 106.0% 100%
Sth 44.1% §15.81 3.2% 1.4% 93.4% 100%

Table 9b. Interchanges along SR-210 from [-215 to I-10
Fstimate of Development’s Fair Share of Interchange Costs
($ in millicns)

E _ : 2 %

BT

§ o %’1 é

! g g h=F

: 0% o o AR =i

[n_tgrchgnge‘. : ) FR- ; el
Waterman 18.2% 545,16 $8.22 $8.22
Del Rosa 32.8% $31.61 $6.53 50.93 §2.50 $16.37
Victoria 45.0% £0.60 $0.00 50.00 $0.66 $0.00
Baseline 41.9% 515.8] $6.62 $6.62
5th 44.1% $135.8] $0.36 50.10 $6.51 £6.97
Total S108.38 $15.11 50.93 S0.16 516.04 §32.18
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Measure [ 2010-2040
{ssues Related to 1-10 Interchange and Auxiliary Lane Projects

Objective:  Consensus on whether or not to combine the I-10/Cherry Avenue Interchange, the I-
10/Citrus Interchange, and CMIA-funded I-10 Auxiliary Lane Projects into a single
larger project.

Over the last several years, the City of Fontana has made steady progress on project development
work that would lead to the reconstruction of the I-10/Citrus Avenue Imterchange. The
environmental document and preliminary engineering is nearly complete with a final approved
environmental document anticipated before the end of 2007. Similarly, the County of San
Bernardino has made steady progress on project development activities for the I-10 Cherry Avenue
Interchange with a final approved environmental document expected by early spring 2008, The
next phase of work for both of these interchanges is final design which is expected to take 18-24
months. Both the County and the City have set aside local resources to fund the next phase of
work. These two interchanges were key components of SANBAG’s I-10 Widening and
Interchanges project submitted for CMIA funding.

Generally during this same time period Caltrans District 8 Planning was developing a Project Study
Report (PSR) for a project that would add auxiliary lanes and widen interchange ramps on [-10 at
Cherry Avenue, Citrus Avenue, and Cedar Avenue to improve [-10 mainline traffic operations and
create more capacity at these undersized ramp locations. The PSR was completed and Caltrans
District 8 submitted the project for CMIA funding. While Caltrans requested CMIA funding for
the entire project cost, the California Transportation Commission allocated only $19.2 mitlion. In
an effort to make up some of the shortfall in the $32.7 million project, the SANBAG Board agreed
to contribute $4.4 million of available 2006 STIP Augmentation funds to the project and Caltrans
identified State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) funds to fully fund all phases
of the project. The Caltrans project has only just initiated the environmental process but since all
the improvements are within State right of way and are considered only “operational” in nature,
Caltrans expects to be able to environmentally clear this project with a low level environmental
document that would be completed in early 2008.

Assuming the final approved environmental document for all three projects are compieted on
schedule, with all three being approved within six months of each other, it is prudent to consider
combining the three projects into one larger project that would proceed to construction in Spring
2010. Combining the projects into one has a number of merits as the project could benefit from
some economies of scale. In addition, a combined project eliminates contractor conflict that would
arise if the three projects proceeded independently, minimizes “throw-away” costs, and potentially
accelerates the completion of the interchanges as they will have to meet aggressive timelines
established for the Caltrans 1-10 Auxiliary Lane project in the CMIA dehivery agreement.
SANBAG staff has had preliminary discussions with County, Fontana, and Caltrans staff with the
consensus being that combining the three projects with SANBAG taking over lead agency
responsibilities to finish project development and construct the projects is in the best interest of the
project.

brd070801-1-10 [ssues.doc Page |
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While this concept is relatively simple it will require a series of cooperative agreements between
SANBAG and the two local jurisdictions and SANBAG and Caltrans. The principle elements of
the cooperative agreements with the local jurisdictions would be the two agencies agreeing 1o fund
the final design costs, with the public share portion to be repaid from Measure | 2010-2040
revenues per the SANBAG Nexus Study, and SANBAG agreeing to act as lead agency through
final design and construction. SANBAG, in consultation with the County, Fontana, and Caltrans,
would select a design consultant that would be responsible for performing final design for both the
[-10/Cherry and I-10/Citrus interchanges in coordination with the Caltrans design for the 1-10
Auxiliary Lanes project and preparing a final bid package that combines the three projects.

The reason this item is before the Board as part of the Measure 1 2010-2040 Strategic Plan is that
upon completion of the bid package in early spring 2010, SANBAG would need to proceed with
advertising for construction of this project that will have an engineer’s estimate in the $100-8125
million range. The CMIA-funded [-10 Auxiliary Lane project brings about $29 million to the
overall project. Measure I 2010-2040 along with development mitigation required by the
SANBAG Nexus Study would fully fund the two interchanges’ share of the cost but those new
revenues will have only just started thus, absent some sort short-term financing to fund construction
costs, the project could not proceed.

There may be other funding sources that would contribute to the project, including Proposition 1B
programs such as the Trade Corridors Improvement Fund or the State-Local Partnership Program.
However, given the competitive nature of these and other Prop 1B programs there are certainly no
guarantees that 1B funds will be allocated to the project. Another possible revenue source would
be federal funds that could be earmarked for the project through the reauthorization of SAFETEA-
LU, but like Prop 1B funds, substantial federal funds for the project are no “sure-thing.” Given the
unknowns of other funding sources and the importance of delivering the project on a schedule
consistent with the CMIA delivery agreement, should the Board desire to combine the projects for
the purpose of design it must also recognize that it is probable that some sort of debt-financing
instrument will need to be developed and implemented in anticipation of the project proceeding to
construction in Spring 2010.

NEXT STEPS ASSUMING BOARD CONSENSUS TO COMBINE PROJECTS

1. The SANBAG Board must approve cooperative agreements with affected entities ensuring
funding for design services and establishing agency responsibilities.
2. The SANBAG Board must approve initiating a procurement (RFQ) process to select

consultant design firm.

brd(70801-1-10 Issues.doc Page 2
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MEASURE 17

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
ORDINANCE NO, 04-01

AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR THE CONTINUATION OF A ONE-HALF OF ONE
PERCENT RETAIL TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX BY THE SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
TRANSPORATICN AUTHORITY FOR LOCAL TRANSFPORTATION PURPOSES AND THE
TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURE PLAN

PREAMBLE

This one-half of one percent retail transactions and use tax is statutorily dedicated for
transportation planning, design, construction, cperation and maintenance only in San Bernardino
County and cannot be used for other governmenial purposes or programs. There are specific
safeguards in this Ordinance to ensure that funding from the Measure ‘1" one-half of one percent
transactions and use tax is usad in accordance with the specified voter-approved transportation
project improvernents and programs. These safeguards include:

s+ The specific projects and programs included in the Expenditure Plan wili be funded by
revenue raised by this transactions and use tax. The transportation Expenditure Plan
can be changed only upon approval by a majority of all cities in the County reprasenting a
majority of the incorporated population and approval by the San Bernardino County
Board of Supervisors.

« An Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee is created to provide for citizen review to
ensure that all Measure °I" funds are spent in accordance with provisions of the
Expenditure Pian and Ordinance.

s Continuation of San Bernardino County's one-half of one percent transactions and use
tax is for transpertation programs only and is not intended to replace traditional revenues
generated through locally-adopted development fees and assessment districts. Collection
of the one-half of one percent transactions and use tax will start upon the expiration of
the Existing Tax.

s  The San Bernardino County Transporiation Authority will continue to seek maximum
funding for transportation improvements through State and federal programs. The
Authority will not provide transactions and use tax revenue to any city or to the County
unless ail transportation revenues currently used by that agency are continued to be used
for transporiation purposes.

The San Berardine County Transporiation Authority ordains as follows:

SECTION 1. SUMMARY. This Ordinance provides for the continued imposition of a retail
transactions and use tax of cne-half of one percent for local transportation purposes for a period
of thirty (30) years, the authority to issue limited tax bonds secured by such taxes, the
administration of the tax proceeds and a county transportation Expenditure Plan.
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SECTION it MANDATED TAXPAYER SAFEGUARDS.

A independent Taxpayer Qversight Commiftes.  Beginning on April 1, 2010, an
independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee will be established as specified in Exhibit B of this
Ordinance o provide citizen review and to ensure that all Mesasure °I" funds are spent in
accordance with provisions of the Expenditure Plan and Ordinance.  Exhibit B contains the
specific terms and conditions for an Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee and its review of
periodic independent financial audits.

B. Administrative Costs. The Authority shall expend only that amount of funds generated
from the iax that is necessary and reascnable to cary out its responsibiliies for audit
administrative expenses, staff support, and contract services. In no case shall the funds
expended for salaries and benefits exceed one percent {1%) of ine annual net amount of revenue
raised by the tax.

C. Maintenance of Effort. The Authority, by the enactment of this Ordinance, intends the
additional funds provided government agencies by this measure to supplement existing focal
revenues being used for street and highway purposes. Transactions and use tax revenue shall
not be used to replace existing road funding programs or to replace reguirements for new
development to provide for its own road needs. Under this Measure, funding priorities should be
given to addressing current road needs, easing congestion, and improving roadway safety.

The government agencies shall maintain their existing commitment of transportation funds for
street, highway and public transit purposes, and the Authority shall enforce this provision by
appropriate actions, including fiscal audits of the local agencies.

SECTION JH. DEFINITIONS. The foliowing definitions shali apply in this Orginance:

A “The Expenditure Plan” means the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority
Expenditure Plan (attached as Exhibit A and adopted as part of this Ordinance) inciuding any
future amendments thereto.

B. “County” means the County of San Bernardina.

C. “Authority” means the San Bemardino County Transportation Authority. The
San Bernardino County Transportation Commission has been designated to serve as the
Authority under the provisions of Public Utilities Code Section 180050

D. “Existing Tax” means the one-haif of one percent retail transactions and use tax adopted
pursuant to Ordinance No. 88-01 and Ordinance No. 90-01.

SECTION IV. AUTHORITY. This Ordinance is enacted, pursuant to the provisions of Division 18
{commencing with Section 180000) of the Public Utilities Code, and Section 7252.18 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code.

SECTION V. CONTINUED IMPOSITION OF RETAIL TRANSACTIONS AND USE TAX.

Upon voter approval of Measure “1,” the Authority shall continue to impese, in the incorporated
and unincorporated territory of the County of San Bernardino, a transactions and use fax for
transportation purposes {referred to as "the tax") at the rate of one-half of one percent {0.5%;) for
a period of thirty (30} years beginning April 1, 2010. There shall be no coincidental assessment
of the current tax (which will expire on March 371, 2010} and the tax to be imposed pursuant to this

Ordinance, The tax shall be imposed by the Authority in accordance with Section 180201 of the
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Pubiic Utilities Code and Part 1.6 {commencing with Section 7251} of Division 2 of the Ravenue
andg Taxation Ccde. The provisions of Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 7261 and 7262 are
incorporated herein by reference as though fuily set forth herein. The tax shail be in addition {o
any other taxes authorized by iaw, including any sxisting or fulurs stale or iocal sales tax or
fransactions and use tax.

SECTION Vi. PURPOSES., Revenues from the tax shall be used for transportation purposes
only and may include. but ara not iimited to, the administration of this division, including legal
actions related thereto and costs of the initial preparation and election, the construction,
maintenance, improvements, and operation of local streets, roads, and highways, state highways
and fresways, public transit systems Inciuding rail, and related purposes. These purposes include
expenditures for planning, environmental reviews, engineering and design costs, and related
right-of-way acguisition. Expenditures also include, but are not limitad to, debt service on bonds
and expenses in connection with issuance of bonds.

SECTION VHi. RETURN TO SOURCE. After deduction of required Board of Equalization fees
and authorized administrative cosis, revenues generated from each specified subarea within
San Bernardino County as outlined in the Expenditure Plan will be expended on projects of direct
benefit to that subarea. Revenues will be accounted for separately for each subarea and then
allocated to specified project categories in each subarea. Decisions on how revenues ars
axnanded within the subareas will be made by the Authority Board of Directors, based upon
recommendations of locai representatives. Other than the projects identified in the Cajon Pass
Expenditure Plan, revenues generated within a subarea shall be expendad cutside of that
subarea only upon approval of two-thirds (2/3) of the jurisdictions within the affected subarea,

SECTION ViiI. CONTRIBUTIONS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT. No revenus generated from
the tax shall be used to replace the fair share contributions required from naw development.
Each local iursdiction identified in the Development Mitigation Program must adopt a
development financing mechanism within 24 months of voter approval of this Measure *[" that
would:

1. Require all future development o pay its fair share for needed transportation facifities as a
result of the development, pursuant to California Govarnment Code Section 86000 &t saq. and as
datermined by the Congestion Management Agency.

Z. Comply with the Land Use/Transportation Analysis and Deficiency Plan provisions of the
Congestion Management Program pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089,

The Congestion Management Agency shall require fair share mitigation for regional transportation
facilities through a Congestion Management Program update to be approved within 12 months of
voter approve! of this Measure *L”

SECTION 1X. ADMINISTRATION OF PLANS. The Authority shall impose and collect the tax,
and shall administer the Expenditure Plan consistent with the provisions and priorities of the
Expenditure Plan and consistent with the authority cited hersin.

SECTICN X. BONDING AUTHORITY. Upon voter approval of Measure ", the Authority shall
have the power 1o sell or issue, from time to time, on or before the collection of taxes, bonds, or
other evidence of indebtedness. inciuding, but not limited to, capital appreciation bonds, in the
aggregate principal amount at any one time ouistanding of not to exceed the estimated proceeds
of the 1ax, as deatermined by the Expenditure Plan, and to secure such indebtedness solely by
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way of future collection of taxes. for capital outlay expenditures for the purposes set forih in
Section V hereof inciuding the carrying out of transgortation projects described in the
Expenditure Flan.

SECTION XI. ANNUAL APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT. The annual appropriations limit has been
astablished pursuant to Ordinance 89-01 pursuant to Section 4 of Article XHIB of the California
Constitution and Section 180202 of the Pubiic Utilities Code. The appropriations fimit has and
shall be subject to adjustment as provided by law.

SECTION Xil. EFFECTIVE AND OPERATIVE DATES. Subject to voter approval, this
Ordinance shall become operative on the first day of the first calendar quarter commencing more
than 110 days after adoption of this Ordinance. Prior to the operative date of this Ordinance, the
Authority shalt congract with the State Board of Equaiization to perform all functions incidental 1o
the administration and operation of this Crdinance.

SECTION Xill. ELECTION. The Authority requests the Board of Supervisors to calt an election
for voter approval of the attached proposition Measure *1" (Exhibit C), which election shall be held
on November 2, 2004, and consolidated with other elections to be heid on that same date, that
the measure retains its designation as Measure “I.” and that it appear first in order on the local
San Bernardino County ballot before all other local measures. The election shall be cailed and
conducted in the same manner as provided by law for the conduct of elections by a county. The
sample ballot to be mailed to the voters shall be the full proposition as set forth in this Ordinance,
and the voter information handbook shall include the entire Expenditure Plan.  Approval of the
attached proposition and the imposition of the tax shall require the affirmative vote of 2/3rds of the
glectors voting on the attached proposition at the election described in this section.

SECTION XIV. EXPENDITURE PLAN AMENDMENTS. The Expenditure Plan may only be
amended by the following process:

1. Beginning in 2015, and at least every ten ysars thereafter, the Authority shall review and,
where necessary, propose revision to the Expenditure Plan.  Such review shall consider
recommendations from local governments, transportation agencies and interest groups, and the
general pubiic.

2. The Autharity shail notify the cities/towns and Board of Supervisors of the propesed revision
and initiation of an amendment, reciting findings of necessity.

3. Actions of the citytown councils and Board of Supervisors to approve or to cppose the
amendment shall be formally communicated to the Authority within 80 days of notice of initiation
of amendmaent.

4 The boundaries of subareas shall be amended only by unanimous approval of all the
jurisdictions in the subareas where an amendment is proposed to include or exclude territory.

5 Approval of the amendment by & majority of the citiesftowns constituting 2 majority of the
incorporated population provided, however, that any amendment of the Victor Valley Expenditure
Plan (Schedule E} shall also require a two-thirds vote of the jurisdictions within the Victor Valley
subarea.

6. Approval of the amendment by the Board of Supervisors.

7. Approval of the amendment by the Authority.

SECTION XV. SEVERABILITY. If any tax or provision of this Ordinance is for any reason heid
invalid or unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction. that holding shail not affect the
validity or enforceability of the remaining taxes or provisions, or the existing tax and the Authority
declares that it would have passed each part of this Crdinance irrespective of the validity of any
cther part.
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SECTION XVI. THE EXISTING TAX. Nothing in the Crdinance is intended to modify, repeal,
aiter or increase the Existing Tax. The provisions of this Ordinance shall apply solely to the retall
transactions and use {ax adoptad herain and not to the collection or administration of the Existing
Tax.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the San Bemardine County Transporiation Authority at its
meeting on June 2, 2004 by the {ollowing vote:

AYES: Alexander, Burgnon, Dale, Hertzmann, Ulloa, Norfon-Perry, Chastain, Nuaimi, Cortes,
Lindley, McCallon, Christman, Eaton, Valentine, Ovitt, Gilbreath, Wilson, Bagley,
Rothschild, Riddell, Cook, Biane, Hansherger, Postmus, Agutar, Young

NOES: None
ABSENT: Nehmens, Valles, Pomierski
ABSTENTION: Nene

By:

Wilkam J. Alexander, Chairman
San Bernardino County Transportation Authority

ttested:
Vieki Watson
Clerk of the Board
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Exhibit A

Transportation Expenditure Plan

Revenue Estimates and Distribution. Aliccstion of revenue authorized by Ordinance
No. 04-01 is established within this Expeanditure Plan. Funds shall be allocated by percentage of
the actual revenue received. An estimate of revenues and allocation among categories is
reflected in Schedule A — Transportation Improvement Program. The estimated revenue is based
upon 2004 vaiue of meney and is not binding or contraliing.

Return to Source. After deduction of required Board of Equalization fees and authorized
costs, revenues generated from each specified subarea within San Bernardine County will be
expended on projects of direct benefit to that subarea. Revenues will be accounted for
separately for each subarea and then allocated to specified project categories. Decisions on how
revenues are expended within the subareas will be made by the Authority Board of Directors,
based upon recommendation of local reprasentatives.

Subarea identification. The San Bernardino Valley Subarea will include the cities of Chino,
Chino Hills, Colton, Fontana, Grand Terrace, Highland, Loma Linda, Montclair, Ontario, Rancho
Cucamonga, Redlands, Rialto, San Bernardino, Upland and Yucaipa and unincorporated areas in
the east and west portions of the San Bernardino valley urbanized arsa. The Mountain-Desert
area will inciude the following subareas: (1) The North Desert Subarea, which inciudes the City of
Barstow and surrounding unincorporated areas, (2) The Colorado River Subarea, which includes
the City of Needles and the surrounding unincorporated areas of the East Desert; (3) The
Morongo Basin Subarea, which includes the City of Twentynine Palms, Town of Yucca Valley,
and surrounding unincorporated areas; {4) The Mountain Subarea, which includes the City of Big
Bear Lake and surrcunding unincorporated areas of the San Bernardino Mountains; and (5) the
Victor Valley Subarea, which includes the Cities of Adelanto, Hesperia, and Victorville; the Town
of Apple Valley; and surrounding unincorporated areas including Wrightwood.

Contribution from New Development. No revenue generated from the tax shall be
used to replace the fair share contributions required from new development.

Requirement for Annual Financial and Compliance Audits of Measure “I”

Funds. The San Bernardino County Transportation Authority and each agency receiving an
allocation of Measure "I" revenue althorized in this Expenditure Plan shail undergo an annual
financial audit performed in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards and
government auditing standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States.
Compliance audits also shall be conducted to ensure that each agency is expending funds in
accordance with the provisions and guidelines established for Measure "I” revenue.

Cajon Pass Expenditure Plan. Thres percent of the revenue generated in the
San Berardino Valley Subarez and the Victor Valley Subarea will be reserved in advance of
other allocations specified in this plan in an account for funding of the 1-15/41-215 Interchange in
Devaore, 1-15 widening through Cajon Pass, and truck lane development. Cajon Pass serves as
the major transportation corridor connecting the two urbanized areas within San Bernardino
County and is in need of the identified improvements. These improvements are critical
components to intra-county travel for residents of both the Victor Valley and San Bernardino
Vafley. Projects to be constructed from the Cajon Pass Expenditure Plan are listed in
Schedule C.
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San Bernardino Valley Subarea Expenditure Plan. In that area described as the
Valley Subarea, project categories shall be established as specified below. The San Bernardino
Valley Subares Expenditure Pian is iustrated in Schedule D

A. State and Federal Transportation Funds, A proportional share of projected state and
faderal transportation funds shall e raserved for use solely within the Valley subarea.

B. Revenue Estimates. Tax revenues generated by Ordinance No. 04-01 for the Valley subarea
over a thirty year period are estimated to be $4,520 million. Approximately $881 million in state
and federal funds and approximately $777 million in contributions from new development are
projected for the area over this period, for an estimated total Valley area revenue of $6,178
million for transportation improvements. Revenue estimates are not binding or controlling.

C. Freeway Projects, 29% of revenue collected in the San Bernardino Valley Subarea shall
fund freeway projects within the San Bernardine Valley Subarea. Projects to be constructed with
Freaway Proiects funds are listed in Schedule D1, Cost estimates {or such projects are not
binding or controiing.

D. Freeway Interchange Projects. 11% of revenue collected in the Valley Subarea shalf fund
Freeway Interchange Projects. Projects to be constructed with Freeway Interchange Projects
funds are listed in Schadule D2. Equitable geographic distribution of proiects shall be taken inte
account over the life of the program.

-

E. Major Street Projects. 20% Over the thirty-year life of Measure |” the Major Strest Projects
category will accrue appreximately 18% of revenue collected in the Valley. Upon initial collection
of revenue, the Major Street Projects category will receive 20% of ravenue collected in the Vallay.
Effactive ten years following initial collection of revenue, the Major Street Projects aliocation shall
be reduced 1o no more 17% but to not iess than 12% upen approval by the Authority Board of
Directors and the Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service allocation shall be increased by a like
amount. Amendments beyond those authorized in this section shal require a formal amendment
as provided in the Measure “1” Ordinance.

Major Street Projects are defined as congestion relief and safety improvements to major streets
that cennect communities, serve major destinations, and provide freeway access. The Major
Street Proiects portion of the San Bernardino Valley program shali be expended pursuant to a
five-year project list to be annually adepted by the Authority after being made available for public
review and comment Funding priorities shali be given to improving roadway safety, relieving
congesticn, street improvements at rail crossings and shall take into account equitable
gecgraphic distribution over the life of the program.

F. Local Street Projects. 20% of revenue collected in the Valley Subarea shall be distributed
among local jurisdictions in the Valley Subarea for Local Street Projects.  Aflocations to local
iurisdictions shall be on a per capita basis using the most recent State Department of Finance
population estimates for January 1, with the County’s portion based upon unincorporated
population in the Vailey Subarea. Estimates of unincorporated population within the Valiey
Subarea shall be determined by the County Planning Department, reconciled with the State
Departmeant of Finance population estimate for January 1 of each year.

Lccal Street Proiects are definad as local street and road construction, repair, mainiananceg and
otrer eligible local ransportation priorities. Local Sireet Project funds can be used flexibly for any
eligible transportation purpose determined to be a local priority, inciuding local streets, major
highways, state highway improvements, transit, and other improvemsants/programs to maximize
use of transportation faciities. Expenditure of Local Street Project funds shall be based upon a
Five Year Pian adopted annually by the governing body of each jurisdiction sfter being made
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available for public review and comment. Local Street Project funds shall be disbursed to local
jurisdictions upon receipt of the annually adopted Five Year Plan. The local adopted Five Year
Plan shall be consistent with local, regicnal, and state transportation plans.

G. Metrolink/Rail Service. 8% of revenue coliected in the Valley Subarea shall fund
Metrolink/Rail Service. Eligible expenditures of Metrolink/Rail Service funds include purchase of
additional commuter rail passenger cars and locometives for use on Metrolink lines serving
San Bernardino County; construction of additional frack capacity necessary o operate more
passenger trains on Metrolink lines serving San Bemarding County; construction of additional
parking spaces at Metrolink stations in San Bernardino County; and provision of funds to match
State and Federat funds used to maintain the railroad track, signal systems, and road crossings
for passenger rail service in San Bernardino County, consiruction and operatien of a new
passenger rail service between the cities of San Bernardino and Redlands, and construction and
operation of an extension of the Gold Line to Montclair Transit Center for San Bernardino County
passengers traveling to San Gabriel Valley cities, Pasadena, and Los Angeles. Projects to be
funded by Metrolink/Rail Service funds are listed in Schedule D5.

H. Senior and Disabled Transit Service. 8% of revenue collected in the Valiey Subarea shall
fund Senior and Disabied Transit Service. 8% of revenue collected in the Valley Subarea in this
category shall be expended to reduce fares and enhance service for sendor citizens and persons
with disabilities. Eligible expenditures in the Senior and Disabled Transit Service category shall
include: (1) The provision of funding to off-set a portion of future senior and disabled fare
increases that would apply to fixed route, Community Link and complementary parafransit
services. (2) The provision of local funds to help off-set operating and capital costs associated
with special transit services provided by transit operators, cities and non-profit agencies for
seniors and persons with disabiliies. {3) At least 2% of the revenue collected in the Valley
Subarea in this category wilt be directed to the creation of a Consolidated Transit Service Agency
which will be responsible for the coordination of fransit services provided to seniors and persons
with disabilities.

I. Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service. 2% Over the thirty-year life of Measure 1" the
Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service category will accrue approximately 4% of revenue
collected in the Valley. Upon initial collection of revenue, the Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit
Service category will receive 2% of revenue collected in the Valley. Effective ten years following
initial collection of revenue, the Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service category shall be
increased to at least 5%, but no more than 10% upon approval by the Authority Board of
Directors. The Major Street Projects category shatll be reduced by a like amount. Amendments
beyond those autherized in this section shail require 2 formal amendment as provided by the
Measure “I” Ordinance.

Funds in this category shall be expended for the development, implementation and operation of
express bus and bus rapid transit service, to pe jointly developed by the Autherity and transit
service agencies serving the Valley Subarea. Eligible projects to be funded by Express Bus/Bus
Rapid Transit Service funds shali include contributions to operating and capital costs associated
with implementing high-speed, express-type nus service in high-density travel corridors.

J. Traffic Management Systems. 2% of revenue coliected in the Vatley Subarea shall fund
traffic management systems. Eligible projects under this category shall include signal
synchronization, systems to improve traffic fliow, commuter assistance programs, freeway service
patrol, and projects which contribute 1o environmental enhancement associated with
transportation facilities.
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Mountain/Desert Expenditure Plan. in that arsa described as the Mountain/Desert
Area, the following Expendiure Plan requirements shall apply. Schedules B F, G, H. | illustrate
astimated revenue and projects 1o be construcied in each Mountain/Desert subarea.

A. State and Federal Transportation Funds. A proportional share of projected state and
federal transportation funds shail be reserved for use sclely within the Mountain/Desert subarsas.

B. Revenue Estimates. Tax revenues generated by Ordinance No. 04-01 for the
Mountain/Desert region over a thirty year pericd are estimated to be $1,250 million.
Approximately $185 million in state ana federal funds and approxdimately $369 million in
contributions from new development are projected for the area over this period, for an estimated
total Mountain-Desert area revenue of $1,784 million for transpertation improvements. Revenue
estimates are not binding or controlling.

C. Local Street Projects. 70% of revenue collected within sach subarea shait be apportionad
for Local Strest Projects within each subarea. 2% of revenue collected within each subarea shali
be reserved in a special account to be expended on Project Development and Traffic
Management Systems. Eligibie Project Development and Traffic Management Systems projecis
may include, at the discretion of local subarea representatives, costs associated with corridor
studies and project study reporis, projects to improve traffic fiow and maximize use of
trangportation facilities, congestion management, commuter assistance programs, and projects
which coniribute to environmental enhancement associated with highway facilities. Expenditure
of Project Development and Traffic Management Systems funds shall be approved by the
Authority Board of Directors, based upon a recommendation of subarea representatives and the
Mountain/Desert Committee. M, after five years of revenue collection and evary five years
thereafter, the local representatives and the Mountain/Desert Committee maks a finding that
Project Development and Traffic Management Systems funds are not required for improvemenis
of benefit to the subarea, then revenue in the Project Management and Traffic Management
Systems category may be returned to the general Local Strest Projects category. Such return
shall be allocated and expended based upon the formula and requirements established in the
general Local Street Projects category.

After reservation of 2% collected in each subarea for Project Development and Traffic
Management Systems, the remaining amount of funds in the general Local Street Projects
category shall be allocated to local jurisdictions based upon population (50 percent) and tax
generaticn (50 percent). Population caiculations shall be based upon the most current State
Department of Finance estimates for January 1 of each year. Estimates of unincorporated
population within each subarea shall be determined by the County Planning Depariment,
reconciled with the State Department of Finance population estimate. Tax generation calculations
shall be based upon Siate Board of Equalization data, Schedules &, F, G, H, | reflect the
estimate of revenue available for Local Street Proiects in each Mountain/Desert subarea,

Projects in the general Local Street Projects category are defined as local strest and road
construction, repair, maintenance and other eligible local transportation priorities,  Local
Transportation Project funds may be used flexibly for any eligible transportation purpose
determined to be a local priority, including local roads, major sireets, state highway
improvemeants, fransit, inciuding but not limited to, fare subsidies and service enhancements for
seniors and persons with disabilities, and other improvements/programs to maximize use of
transportation facilities. Expenditure of Locat Transportation Project Funds shail be based upon
the Five Year Plan adopted annually by resolution of the governing body of each jurisdiction after
seing made available for public review and comment. Local Street Project funds shall be
disbursed to iocal jurisdictions upon receipt of the annually adopted Five Year Plan. The locally
adopted Five Year Plans shall be consistent with other lccal, regional, and state transportation
plans.
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D. Major Local Highway Projects. 25% of revenue collected within each subarea shall be
reserved in a special account to be expended on Maior Local Highway Projects of benefit to the
subarea. Major Loca! Highway Projects are defined as major strests and highways serving as
primary routes of travel within the subarea, which may include State highways and freeways,
where appropriate. Major Local Highway Proiects funds can be utilized to leverage other state
and federal funds for fransporiation projects and to perform advance planning/project reports.
Expenditure of Major Local Highway Projects funds shali be approved by the Authority Board of
Directors, based upcn a recommendation of subarea representatives and the Mountain/Desert
Committee. If, after five years of revenue collection and every five years thereafter, the local
representatives and the Mountain/Desert Committee make a finding that Major Local Highway
Projects funds are not required for improvements of benefit to the subarea, then revenue in the
Major Local Highway Projects category may be returned to jurisdictions within the subarea. Such
return shall be altocated and expended based upon the formula and requirements established in
the general Local Street Projects category.

E. Senior and Disatled Transit Service. 5% of revenue collected within each subarea shall be
reserved in an account for Senior and Disabled Transit Service. Senior and Disabled Transit is
defined as contributions to transit operators for fare subsidies for senior citizens and persons with
disabitities or enhancements to transit service provided o seniors and persons with disabilities.
In the Victor Valley subarea, the percentage for Senior and Disabled Transit Service shall
increase by .5% in 2015 with additional increases of 5% every five years thereafter tc a
maximum of 7.5%. Such increases shall automatically occur unless each iocal jurisdiction within
the subarea makes a finding that such increase is not required to address unmet transit needs of
senior and disabled transit users. In the North Desert, Colorado River, Morongo Basin, and
Mouriain Subaress, local representatives may provide additionai funding beyond 5% upon a
finding that such increase is required to address unmet transit needs of senior and disabled
transit services. All increases above the 5% initial revenue collected for Senior and Disabled
Transit Service shall come from the general Local Street Projects category of the subarea.

Expenditure of Senior and Disabled Transit Service funds shall be approved by the Authority
Board of Directors, based upon recommencation of subarea rapresentatives and the
Mountain/Desert Committes.

E. Mountain/Desert Committee. The Mountain-Desert Committee of the Authority shall remain
in effect and provide oversight to implementation of the Mountain/Desert Expenditure Plan.
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Measure “I” Transportaticn Expenditure Plan Schedules
SCHEDULE A

Countywide Measure “I” Revenue and Distribution

Estimated Countywide Measure “I” Distribution Amount

Cajon Pass Expenditure Plan
(3% of San Bernardino Valley Subarea and Victor Valiey Subarea $ 170 Million
Revenues - See Schedule C)

Total San Bernardino Valiey Subarea Expenditure Plan -~
(See Schedule D) $ 4,520 Million

Total Mountain-Desert Expenditure Plan $ 1,250 Million
Victor Valley Subarea (See Schedule E)  § 852 Million
Norih Desert Subarea (See Schedule F} 3 95 Million

Mountains Subarea (See Schedule G) 3 119 Million

Morongo Basin Subarea (See Schedule H)  § 125 Million

5

Colorado River Subarea (See Schedule 1) 59 Million

SCHEDULEB

Transportation Improvement Revenues

Total Countywide Transportation Revenues Amount

Estimated Countywide Measure “I" Revenue $ 6,120 Millien
(Less 1% Administration and 2% Board of Equaiization Coliection Charge) (5 180) Million
Elsoeugté/g;ggui\?eeis;ure " Revenue Available for Transpertation Projects $ 5940 Miion
Estimated State and Federal Revenues $ 1,106 Million
Estimated Contributions from New Development 5 1.146 Million

Totai Estimate Revenue Available for Transpoertation Projects $ 8,192 Million
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SCHEDULEC

Cajorn Pass Expenditure Plan

Project Description

Amount

-13 Widening and improvement through Cajon Pass
Devore Inferchange Widening and Improvements at I-15/-215
-15 Dedicated Truck Lane Development
Total Cajon Pass Profects Cost
Cajon Pass Measure “I" Revenue

£ 170 Million
§ 40 Miflion
3 20 Million
3 230 Mitlion

% 170 willion

State and Federal Revenues  §__60 Million
Total Cajon Pass Projects Revenues  § 230 Million
SCHEDULED
San Bernardino Valley Subarea Expenditure Plan
Measure
Project Category “I" Amount
Percentage
Fresway Projects (See Schedule D1) 29% $ 1,311 Million
Freeway Interchange Projects (See Schedule D2) 11% $ 487 Mitlion
Major Street Projects” {See Schedule D3) 20% $ 814 Milfion
Local Street Projects (See Schedule D4) 20% $ 904 Mithon
Metrotink/Rail Service (See Schedule D5) 8% $ 362 Million
Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service” (See Scheadule D8} 2% $ 180 Million
Senior and Disabled Transit Service 8% $ 362 Million
Traffic Management Systems ‘ 2% 3 90 Million
Total San Bernardino Valley Subarea Measure “1” Revenue 100% $4,520 Miilion

~ Percentage distribution adjusts to serve lransportation needs. Amount shown is average over 30-year Measura.
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FIGURE D
San Bernardino Valley Subarea Expenditure Plan
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SCHEDULE D1

San Bernardine Valley Expenditure Plan Freeway Projects Detail

Freeway Projects Amount

I-10 Widening from [-15 to Riverside County Line & 610 Million
I-15 Widening from Riverside County Line to 1-215 $ 180 Million
1-215 Widening from Riverside County Line {0 I-10 & 300 Mitlion
[-215 Widening from SR-30/210 to I-15 & 120 Mitlion
SR-30/210 Widening from 1215 to 1-10 $ 140 Million
Carpool Lane Connectors $ 80 Miltion

Total Freeway FProjects Cost $ 1,440 Million
Freeway Projects Measure “I" Revenue  $ 1,311 Million

State and Federal Revenues §_ 128 Million

Total Freeway Projects Revenues  § 1,440 Million

IO nanee-kad
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SCHEDULE D2

3an Bernardino Valley Expenditure Plan Freeway Interchange Projects Detail

Freeway Interchange Projects Amount

Improvements including but not limited to:

10 Interchanges al Monte Vista, Grove/Fourth St, Vineyard, Cherry,
Citrus, Cedar, Riverside, Mt. Vernon, Tippecanoe, Mountain View,
California, Alabama, Wabash, Live Oak Canyon, Wildwood Canyon

1-15 Interchanges at 8" St/Arrow, Baseline, Duncan Canyon, Sierra
SR-60 interchanges at Ramona, Central, Mountain, Grove, Vineyard
1.215 interchanges at University Parkway and Palm

SR-30/210 Interchanges at Waterman, Del Rosa, Highland, 5% St and Baseline

Freeway Interchange Projects Measure “1” Revenue $ 487 Million
State and Federal Revenues § 32 Milion

Contribution fram New Development  $ 333 Million

Total Interchange Projects Revenues  $ 862 Million

SCHEDULE D3

San Bernardino Valley Expenditure Flan Major Street Projects Detail

Major Street Projects Amount

Improvementis to major streefs thal connect communilies, serve major
destinations, and provide freeway access, such as but not limited to:
Edison, Pine, Central, Mountain, Grove
Foothill/Fifth, Baseline, Valiey, Slover, Juripa
Tippecanoe, Anderson, University, Palm
Lugonia, Bartan, improvements to relieve traffic on Yucaipa Bivd
Railroad Crossing Improvements, such as but not limited to Milliken and Hunis Ln
Major Street Projects Measure “I” Revenue $ 814 Million
State and Federal Revenues $ 82 Million
Contribution from New Development  $ 444 Million

Total Major Street Projects Revenues  $ 1.340 Million

MiOrdinance-kal
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SCHEDULE D4

$an Bernardino Yalley Expenditure Plan Local Street Proiects Detail

Local Street Projects Amount

Distribution to cities and County for strest repair and improvements
Local Street Projects Measure “I" Revenue  $ 904 Million
State and Federat Revenuaes  §_ 187 Million
Total Local Street Projects Revenues  § 1,091 Milion

SCHEDULE D5

San Bernardino Vailey Expenditure Plan Metrolink/Rail Service Detail

Metrolink/Rail Service Amount

Contributions fo the following projects:
Metrolink
Redlands Extension
Gold Line Extension

Metrolink/Rail Service Measure “1” Revenue 3 362 Million
State and Federal Revenues  § 330 Million
Total Metrotink/Rail Service Revenues 3 882 Miltion

SCHEDULE D6

San Bernardino Valley Expenditure Plan Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service Detail

Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service Amount

Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service Measure “” Revenue 5 180 Million
State and Federal Revenues  § 121 Miliion

Total Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service Revenues $ 301 Million

MOrdinence-kad

70




71

SCHEDULEE

Victor Valley Subarea Expenditure Plan

Measure “i”

Project Category Percentage Amount
Local Street Projects 70% $ 556 Million
Maior Local Highway Projects 25% $ 213 Million
Senior and Disabled Transit Service 5% 3 43 Millien
Total Victor Valley Subarea Measure “I” Revenue 100% $852 Million
Victor Valley Expenditure Plan Detail
Locat Street Projects
Bistribution (o cities and County for street repair and improvements
New construction to relieve Bear Valley Rd, Ranchero Rd, new
east/west roadways
Local Street Projects Measure “1” Revenue  § 596 Million
State and Federal Revenues  $ 38 Million
Contribution from New Development, Major Streets  §_281 Million
Total Local Street Projects Revenues  $ 9186 Miliion
Major Local Highway Projects
Contributions to Projects including but not limited to:
New Interchanges at ]-15 and Ranchero, Eucalyptus, Lalesa/Nisquall
High Desert Corridor
115 Widening through Victor Valley
SR-138 Widening and Improvements
U/5-395 Widening and Improvements
Major Local Highway Projects Measure “I” Revenue  $ 213 Million
State and Federal Revenues  $ 112 Million
Contribution from New Development, Freeway Interchanges  §__ 88 Million
Total Major Locat Highway Projects Revenues  $ 413 Million
Senicr and Disabled Transit Service $ 43 Million

MG
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SCHEDULEF

Morih Desert Subarea Expenditure Plan

Project Category E:f::rzfa;; Amount
Local Street Projects 70% $ 68 Million
Major Local Highway Projects 25% $ 24 Million
Senior and Disabled Transit Service 5% 3 5 Million
Total North Desert Subarea Measure “1” Revenue 100% $ 95 Million

Morth Desert Expenditure Plan Detail

L.ocal Street Projects

Distribution to cities and County for street repair and improvements
Improvements including but not limited to Lenwood Rd, Armory Rd,
Rimrock Rd and Main St
Local Street Projects Measure “I” Revenue  § 86 Million
State and Federal Revenues  §___2 Million
Total Loca! Street Proiects Revenues  § 68 Million

Major Local Highway Projects 5 24 Million
Contributions to Projecls including but not limited to:
SR-58 Widening and Improvemenis
18-395 Widening and Improvements
Lenwood Rd and Vista Rd Grade Separations in Barstow

Senior and Disabled Transit Service $ 5 Miilion

M dinance-kal
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SCHEBULEG

Mountains Subarea Expenditure Plan

Measure *I”

Project Category Parcentage Amount
Local Street Projects _ 70% $ 83 Milion
Major Local Highway Projects 25% $ 3G Million
Senior and Disabled Transit Service 5% 3 6 Million
Total Mountains Subarea Measure “1” Revenue 100% $1195 Million

Mountains Expenditure Plan Detail

t.ocal Street Projects
Distribution to cities and County for street repair and improvements
Local Street Projects Measure “I” Revenue  $ 83 Million
State and Federal Revenues  §__ & Million
Total Locai Street Projects Revenues § 88 Million

Major Local Highway Projects $ 30 Million
Contributions to Projects including but not limited to:
5R-18 & SR-38 Safely and Traffic Flow Improvements
SR-330 Safely and Traffic Flow Improvemernts
SR-138 Safety and Intersection Improvements
SR-18 Safety and Intersection Improverments
Realignment and Rehabilitation of Daley Canyon Rd and Kuffel Canyon Rd

Senior and Disabled Transit Service {5%) % & Million

MiGrdinance-kal
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SCHEDULEH

Morongo Basin Subarea Expenditure Plan

Project Category hif:?é;;;fa;t Amount
Local Street Projects 70% $ 88 Million
Major Locat Highway Projects 25% 3 31 Million
Senior and Disabled Transit Service 5% 3 6 Miilion
Total Morongo Basin Subarea Measure “1” Revenue 100% % 125 Million

Morongo Basin Expenditure Plan Detail

Local Strest Projects
Distribution to cities and County for streef repair and improvements
Local Street Projects Measure “1” Revenue  § 88 Million
State and Federal Revenues  $___5 Million
Total Local Street Projects Revenues  $ 93 Million

Major Local Highway Projects $ 31 Miition
Contributions to Projects including but not limited to:
SR-B2 & SR-247 Widening and Safety Improvements
SR-82 Widening and Safety Improvements between the Morongo
Basin and the Coachella Valley

Senior and Disabled Transit Service % 6 Million

NMIOrdinance-kal
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SCHEDULE

Colerado River Subarea Expenditure Plan

Project Category %:ff:;fa;‘; Amount
Local Street Projects 70% % 41 Million
Major Local Highway Projects 25% $ 15 Million
Senior and Disabled Transit Service 8% $ 3 Million
Total Colorado River Subarea Measure "1” Revenus 100% $ 59 Million

Colorado River Expenditure Plan Detail

Local Street Projects
Distribution to cities and County for street repair and improvemenis
Local Street Projects Measure “}” Revenue $ 41 Million

State and Federal Revenues $ 2 Millien
Total Local Street Projects Revenues 3 43 Million

Major Local Highway Projects $ 15 Million
Contributions fo Projects including but not limited to:
Needles Highway Widening and Realighment from 1-40 G the
Nevada State Line
Reconstruction of J Strest and Construction of new Bridge
in Needles connecting 1-40 to Arizona

Senior and Disabled Transit Servica (5%]) $ 3 Million

¥4
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FIGURE J
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Exhibit B
Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC)

ITOC Goal and Function. Voter approval of this Measure “" shall result in creation of an
Independent Taxpayer and Oversight Commiitee (ITOC) as follows:

The ITOC shall provide citizen raview to ensure that ail Measure "1" funds are spent by the
San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (hereby referred to as the Authority) in
accordance with provisions of the Expenditure Plan and Ordinance No. 04-01.

Audit Requirement. A bi-annual fiscal and compliance audit shail be performed in
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards and Government Auditing Standards
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. The audit shail review the basic financial
statements of the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority as defined by the
Governmental Accounting Standard Board and the financial and compliance audits of the
member jurisdictions.

Role of Financial and Compliance Audit and the ITOC. The ITOC shall review the
annual audits of the Authority; report findings based on the audits to the Authority, and
recommend any additional audits for consideration which the ITOC believes may improve the
financial operation and integrity of program impiementation.

The Authority shall hold a publicly noticed meeting, which may or may not be included on the
agenda of a regutarly scheduled Board meeting, with the participation of the FTOC to consider the
findings and recommendations of the audis.

Membership and Selection Process. The Authority shall have an open process to
select five committee members, which shall include sclicitation of trade and other organizations to
suggest potential nominees o the committee. The committee members shall possess the
following credentials:

« One member who is a professional in the field of municipal audit, finance and/or
budgeting with a minimum of five years in a relevant and senior decision-making
positicn in the public or private sector.

+« One member who is a licensed civil engineer or trained transportation planner with at
least five years of demonstrated experience in the fields of transportation and/or
urban design in government and/or the private sector. No member shall be a
recipient or sub- recipient of Measure "t funding.

«  One member who is a current or retired manager of a major publicly financed
development or construction project, who by fraining and experience would
understand the complexity, costs and implementation issues in building large scale
transportation improvements.

«  One member who is a current or retired manager of a major privately financed
development or construction project, who by training and experience wouid
understand the complexity, costs and implementation issues in bullding large scale
transportation improvements.

e One public member, who possasses the knowledge and skills which wilt be helpfui to
the work of the ITOC,

¢« The Chair and the Execulive Director of the Authority shall serve as ex-officio
mambers of the ITOC.

MiOrdinance-kal
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Terms znd Conditions for Committees. Committee members shall serve staggered
four-year terms. In no case shall any voting commitias member serve more than eight years on
the ITOC.

s Committee members shall serve without compensation, except they shall be
reimbursad for authorized travel and cther expenses directly related to the work of
the ITOC.

. Committae members cannot be a current local elected official in the county or @ full
sime staff member of any city, the county governmant, local transit cperator, or state
transportation agency.

. Non-veting ex-officio committee membpers shall serve only as long as they remain
ncumbents in their respective positions and shall be automatically repiaced by thair
successors in those positions.

o I and when vacancies on the ITOC cccur on the part of voting committee mambers,
either due to expiration of term, death or resignation the nominating body for that
committee shall nominate an appropriate replacement within 80 days of the vacancy
to fill the remainder of the ferm.

ITOC Qperation Protocols.

»  Given the thirty-year duration of the tax extension, the ITOC shail be appointad 180 days
after the effective date of the tax extension (April 1, 2010) and continue as iong as
Measure *I’ revenues are collected.

+ Authority Board of Directors and staff shall fully cooperate with and provide necessary
support to ensure the ITOC successfully carries out its duties and obligations.

Conflict of Interest. ITOC voting members shail have no legal action pending against the
Authority or San Bernardino Associated Governments and are prohibited from acting in any
commercial activity directly or indirectly involving the Authority or San Bernardino Associated
Gavermnments, such as being a consultant during their tenure on the [TOC. iTOC voting members
shall not have diract commercial interest or employment with any public or private entity, which
receives the transportation tax funds authorized by the voters in this Ordinance.

Exhibit C

Measure “I" Local Transportation Improvement Program

To relieve traffic congestion, improve safety and match stateffederal transportation funds for:

- Widening/improving 1-10, 1-15, 1-210, 1-215, SR-60, SR-62, SR-18, US-395;
- fmproving freeway interchanges countywide;

- Improving local streets and roads;

- Expanding transit for seniors and disabled ricers; and

- Expanding Metrolink commuter rail;

Shall San Bernardine County votars continue the existing haif-cent transportation sales tax
{Ordinance 04-G1) for thirly years and create an independent Taxpayer Cversight Committee to
insure all voter mandates are met?

Puge 23

78



gl SpU

spuraoadug ey
rafuasieg/aunonay

wosuoilty g ey
FARuRssHABRDHAN

sypipaanitduy
UG RS ETHY
ey - g dawy-uo

sy
Aoaiifip Armanig

e

Auatinaosiiy peosfoans i
P Ut ) UOHESE RIS A0

TION ONGHYNE38 NYS

o wa ADY o B
I Ol
e T
/
/
{
SLFIIAONAW
ENuA NIV
& /mon3a

ﬂﬁ:&;a&&“wnﬁi .. @
B oo voigru gy enid MR -

spazmasnaiig euﬁb»ﬁa oy .
wpons 198 Snd -

B

spafold uonppodsuniy MaN —| d4nse

TEFSIC U

LR R RS Tlab i

O i) ,

.q.«csﬁt.ngmv-E...ag m&u.a o
pOlEgns S
" WY DEISHG HINON

MICrdinance-kaf

Page 24

79



ATTACHMENT “B”
Contract 06-029

Scope of Work
for
On-Call Development Support
of the
Measure 12010-2040 Strategic Plan

Work and Management

The Strategic Plan will be prepared through the combined efforts of the CONSULTANT
and the in-house staff resources of SANBAG. Individuval Contract Task Orders will
specify the actual CONSULTANT scope of work and the CONSULTANT shall only be
responsible for that scope of work as specified in executed Task Orders. The items
within this Attachment “B” are presented for illustrative purposes only and reflect the
general work items that may be included within individual Task Orders. Work not
described in this Attachment “B” but needed for the development of the Strategic Plan
may be included within specific Task Orders as agreed to by CONSULTANT and
SANBAG statf.

Any discussions or reference to deliverables or work products noted herein 15 not
considered the CONSULTANT scope of work since the actual scope of work will be
detailed in each executed Task Order.

Produact

The final product of this effort will be a Strategic Plan for the allocation and
administration of the combination of local transportation sales tax, state and federal
transportation revenues, and fair-share contributions to regional transportation facilities
from new development needed to fund delivery of the Measure I 2010-2040
transportation program, as well as policies and institutional provisions for project
management and delivery of the Measure 1 2010-2040 transportation program. The plan
will be developed through a broadly collaborative process under the policy guidance of
the SANBAG policy commitiees and Board of Directors, and must ultimately reflect
agreement on a host of policy and procedural, fiscal, and institutional issues, many
(though perhaps not all) of which are identified below. The specific CONSULTANT
Scope of Work shall be as agreed to by CONSULTANT and SANBAG staff within each
Task Order.

Page 1ot 4
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Strategic Plan Work Items and Components

It is envisioned that refinement of this scope of work will be needed and undertaken with
input from the CONSULTANT to support preparation of the Strategic Plan. It is also
considered likely that modifications to this scope will be needed to reflect additional
tssues or considerations that arise during the normal course of policy discussion. Items
that will likely be required for the Strategic Plan include those listed below. This list is
not all inclusive as additional study may be needed as the Plan is developed.

CONSULTANT may be asked to participate in the preparation of the below listed items,
however the specific scope of work for which the CONSULTANT is responsible shall be

as agreed to within the Task Orders.

Outtine of Possible Work ltems

Item 1 — Update Expenditure Plan project lists and costs

Update Expenditure Plan project lists and project costs based on the most recent available
information provided by member agencies, project sponsors, or as necessary, standard
unit costs.

Product: Updated Expenditure Plan list of eligible projects, including costs (by phase as
appropriate), and available delivery schedule information.

{tem 2 - Update revenue forecasts

Update and refine cash flow estimates for all funding sources considered in the
Expenditure Plan. Forecasts of available federal, state, and local transportation revenues
used in the Measure 1 2010-2040 Expenditure Plan were developed in 2003 and early
2004, and are now dated. Fair share development contributions are defined through the
updated SANBAG Nexus Study that is scheduled for approval in Summer 2005 and will
be updated periodically thereafter.

Product: Comprehensive projection of transportation revenues available from federal,
state, and local sources for each Expenditure Plan program. Rigorous projections are
desired through 2020; projects from 2020 to 2040 will necessarily be more subjective.

Item 3 — Evaluate advanced funding options

Document and forecast the cost of bonding against Measure I 2010-2040 revenues to
advance projects. Forecast rates of project cost escalation for each programmatic
Expenditure. Plan category for which bonding to advance projects may be considered.
Based on this information and other related topics assess the merits of advancing funding
from Measure I revenues through bonding,

Product: White paper that describes and evaluates available options for project
advancement, and recommends a preferred approach.

Page 2 of' 4
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Ttem 4 — Ensure use of federal funds on otherwise federalized projects

Review reliance on federal funds by program in the Measure I 2010-2040 Expenditure
Plan. Identify ways 1o optimize use of federal funds on otherwise federalized projects,
and avoid use of federal funds for projects not otherwise subject to federal processes.

Product: Brief report, if needed, on proposed use of federal funds on projects that could
otherwise be delivered locally.

Item 5 - Project prioritization policies and procedures

Through identification and consideration of alternative approaches, select a preferred
policy framework for project prioritization and selection for each non-local programmatic
category addressed by the Expenditure Plan. Define processes to guide allocation of
Measure [ and other funds considered in the Expenditure Plan and Strategic Plan.

Project prioritization and selection strategies will be considered, either in isolation or in
combination, for each program within the overall Measure 1 2010-2040 program.

Product; White paper that documents the preferred policy framework for project
prioritization and selection for each non-local programmatic category addressed by the
Expenditure Plan, including guidance for ailocation of Measure I (excluding local pass-
through) and other funds considered in the Expenditure Plan and Strategic Plan

Item 6 — Evaluate need for and benefit of “frontloading” or advancing funding for
selected programs through inter-program borrowing

Assess the need and advisability to frontload certain programs within a given subarea.
Develop an estimated schedule for delivery of major capital Expenditure Plan projects.
The schedule should also consider relative program benefit, differing rates of project cost
escalation among programs, and time-sensitive opportunities. Compare the programmatic
cash flow needs developed from the estimated schedule for delivery with estimated cash
flows by Expenditure Plan program.

Product: Recommended strategy for aligning transportation revenue stream with
estimated implementation schedule of major Expenditure Plan projects.

Item 7 — Further define the relationship of fair share development contributions to
the fund allocation process.

Define the fund allocation process for SANBAG-administered programs that are also
funded in part by fair-share development contributions. Consider local initiative,
performance criteria, additional credit for local overmatch, and geographic equity in its
allocations to projects with development contributions. Define a preferred method of
project selection and fund allocation to projects funded in part by required development
coniributions.

Product; White paper that documents the preferred method of project selection and fund

aliocation to projects funded in part by required development contributions.

Page 3ol 4
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Jtem 8 - Define project development and delivery responsibilities for freeway
interchange, major roadway, and grade separation projects.

SANBAG or local governments may serve as project lead on these projects, and Calirans
may serve as lead on any of these if the project is on the state system. Describe the
benefits and liabilities associated with different agencies acting as Iead for each project
category and recommend a preferred approach. Develop and recommend fund
disbursement and cost tracking procedures for projects adnunistered by other agencies

Products: Policies for consideration and approval by the SANBAG Board regarding
above topics. Procedure for tracking costs and expenditures on projects administered by
others.

Item 9 — Formulate a policy to address cost overruns on non-SANBAG projects.
Identify and evaluate alternative strategies to address cost overruns, including
consideration of possible differences among prospective lead agencies (federal agencies
versus Caltrans and local governments), and the nature of fiscal impacts that may arise
from each strategy.

Product: A policy to address cost overruns for consideration and approval by the
SANBAG Board of Directors.

Ttem 10 — Identify institutional requirements and resources for management and
delivery of the Measure 1 2010-2040 transportation program

Review and document SANBAG s institutional structure, staffing levels, and information
management resources. Define the appropriate organizational and policy committee
structure, staffing levels and attributes, and information management resources to fulfill
ongoing agency responsibilities and manage and administer the Measure 1 2010-2040
transportation program

Products: White paper that documents the present institutional structure and management
resources of SANBAG, provides a comparison with sister agencies having similar
responsibilities, and recommends any institutional restructuring needed to facilitate
successful delivery of the Measure | program and meet all other SANBAG agency
responsibilities. Paper will also identify any additional management resources that would
increase SANBAG’s effectiveness in administering the Measure [ and other programs.

Ttem 11 — Prepare final Strategic Plan

Compile and synthesize materials prepared pursuant to the foregoing tasks into a final
comprehensive Strategic Plan for consideration and approval by the SANBAG policy
committees and Board of Directors. The document may be structured in accordance with
the item structure outlined above, or may be structured differently for greater clarity and
ease of reference based on staff or policy direction.

Product: Final Strategic Plan
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